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PROTOCOL ON THE TERMINATION OF THE OCCUPATION 
REGIME IN THE FEDERAL REPUBLIC OF GERMANY 
AND PROTOCOL TO THE NORTH ATLANTIC TREATY ON 
THE ACCESSION OF THE FEDERAL REPUBLIC OF 
GERMANY 


TUESDAY, MARCH 20, 1955 


Unrrep Srares SENATE, 
CoMMITTEE ON ForerGn RELATIONS, 
Washington, D. ¢. 

The committee met, pursuant to calf, at 10:10 a. m., m room 318, 
Senate Office Building, Senator Walter F. George (chairman) pre- 
siding. 

Present : Senators George, Green, Sparkman, Humphrey, Mansfield, 
Barkley, Wiley, Smith of New Jersey, Hickenlooper, Knowland, 
Aiken, and Capehart. 


PROVISIONS OF EXECUTIVE I 


The Cuairman. The committee will please come to order. 

May I make a brief statement. 

The Committee on Foreign Relations is opening hearings today 
on two protocols which have been submitted to the Senate by the 
President. 

The first protocol, Executive L, 83d Congress, 2d session, has the 
effect of amending the Convention on Relations with the Federal 
Republic of Germany which the Senate had before it in 1952. The 
1952 agreement was carefully considered by this committee and by 
the Senate. It was approved by the Senate on June 30, 1952, by a 
vote of 77 to 5. 

The principal effect of the Bonn agreement of 1952 was to give the 
Federal Republic of Germany full authority over its internal and 
external affairs. 

It will be recalled that the Bonn agreement which restored most 
elements of sovereignty to Germany was not to go into effect until the 
establishment of the European Defense Community, EDC. The agree- 
ment to set up EDC, as we know, did not receive the necessary approval. 

As a result, steps have been taken in Western Europe to work out 
an alternative to the EDC. That alternative has taken the form of 
amendments to the Brussels Treaty. ‘Those amendments establish 
what is known as the Western Evropean U nion. In the light of the 
substitution of the Western European Union for the EDC, it has been 
necessary to amend the 1952 Bonn agreement. The document we now 
have before us does that. It will enable Western Germany to make 
contributions to the defense of the free nations. 
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PROVISIONS OF EXECUTIVE M 


The second protocol before the committee relates to the North 
Atlantic Treaty, Executive M, 83d Congress, 2d session. This protocol 
was signed at Paris on October 23, 1954. It provides that the Federal 
Republic of Germany shall become a member of the North Atlantic 
Treaty Organization—the 15th member. 

In this connection, the members of the committee will recall that in 
1952, by a vote of 72 to 5, we approved a protocol to the North Atlantic 
Treaty which, while it did not admit Western Germany to member- 
ship in NATO, stated that— 

ned attack on the territory of any of the members of the European Defense 
Community in Europe ’ 
would be considered as an attack against all parties to the North 
Atlantic Treaty. That 1952 NATO protocol did not come into effect 
because the EDC t treaty was not ratified. 

I have given this brief background so that members will recognize 
that the two protocols we have before us will have much the same 
effect as the agreements we approved in 1952. 

I call attention of my colleagues to two documents which are before 
them, First is the doe ument referred to as Exec natives Land M. In 
that document on page 15 is the protocol on Germany we are now asked 
to approve, al d on page 37 is the protocol to the North Atlantic 
Treaty. 

Since the protocol re earding Ge rmany has been cast in the form of 
an amendment to the agreement we had before us in 1952, we have pre- 


pi rel Document No. Ll which, beginning at page 3. shows the actual 
changes which have been made in the Convention on Relations with 
Germany which we had be fore us in 1952 

Our witness this morning is the Secretary of State, Hon. John 


Foster Dulles, who has pl: ayed an important a in the development 
of the treaties now before us. 
Mr. Dulles, you may proceed in your own way. 


STATEMENT OF HON. JOHN FOSTER DULLES, SECRETARY OF STATE 


Secretary Duties. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Chairman, the documents before your committee will, when 
operative, lay the basis for a new Europe. They can bring about a 
unity and security in Europe for which the United States has long 
hoped and in pursuit of which our Nation has made great sacrifices. 

The two world wars of this century made it evident that western 
civilization cannot survive if the nations of Western Europe continue 
to fight each other. Already they have expended so much blood and 
treasure in their wars that they have gravely depleted their strength. 
In consequence, western civilization, with its dedication to human 
liberty and dignity, can now be seriously challenged by an atheistic 
system which treats human beings as animated bits of matter to be 
ordered into conformity by despotic rulers. 

Western Europe, long-the cradle of western civilization and of 
Christianity, has now what is probably its last chance to survive as a 
place of human welfare. That last chance i is embodied in the docu- 
ments before you. 
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RESULTS PRODUCED BY THE TREATIES 


These documents will produce the following concrete results: 
They will restore sovereignty to the Federal Republic of Ger- 
many—sovereignty which, taken away when Germany surrendered 
alm ost exactly 10 vears ago, cannot any longer be justifiably withheld; 
They will forge a lasting unity of seven Western Enropean na- 
aati hay France, Germany, Italy, Luxembourg, the Nether- 
lands and the United Kingdom—under the Brussels Treaty of 1948, 
amended and enlarged to make it a treaty for Wester 
Union: 
3. They will inaugurate a system - military limitati 
trols which will provide substantial insurance against militarization; 
They will bring the Federal Republic of Germany into the North 
Atlantic Treaty, thus adding an essential element of strength and 
nak ng po sible an effective defense ot We stern Europe through im- 
plementation of a forward strategy ; 
They will assure, through action of the North Atlant 
Council, a close integration of the armed forces in Europe of tl 
ber countries, thereby giving assurance that these 


Kuropean 


ion ~ and con- 


Treaty 
ie mem- 
rorees Cannot be 
used for nationalistic aggression or otherwise than for the security pur- 
poses envisioned by the treaty. 

The sum total of the foregoing is a Western Europe which will have 
a large measure of unity and of controlled strength, and which, 
through that unity and strength, can contribute mightily to its own 
welfare and to that of others. 


EUROPEAN DEFENSE COMMUNITY 


You will recall that it was originally sought to establish a European 
Defense Community consisting of six continental countries—Belgium, 
France, Germany, Italy, Luxembourg, and the Netherlands. This had 
been proposed in 1950 by the French Minister of Defense, and after 
long negotiation, it resulted in 1952 in three treaties—a treaty to 
create the European Defense Community; a convention, often called 
the Bonn Convention, to restore sovereignty to the Federal Republic 
of Germany, and a protocol to extend the North Atlantic Treaty area 
o include Western Germany. The United States was a party to the 
two last-named treaties, and, as you have recalled, Mr. Chairman, in 
July 1952, the Senate gave its advice and consent to their ratification. 
However, this action by the United States came to naught because the 
treaty to create the European Defense Community was rejected by 
the French Assembly on August 30, 1954. 

In vigilant anticipation of that possibility, the United States Sen- 
ate, on July 30, 1954, by a vote of 88 to none had adopted a resolution 
which expressed the wish of the Senate, and I quote: 
to restore sovereignty to Germany and to enable her to contribute to the 
maintenance of international peace and security. 

The President was asked to act acc cordingly. 

This cooperation between the Executive and the Senate and the 
unanimous partic ipation therein by the Senate put the President, 
and me on his behalf, in a position to deal effectively with the grave 
situation which resulted when, 30 days later, the European Defense 
Community was finally rejected. 
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SUBSTITUTE FOR THE ECUROPEAN DEFENSE COMMUNITY 


The E uropean Defense Community was a European concept de- 
signed to deal with a European problem. It was thus preferable that 
the initiative in finding a substitute should come from the European 
countries. Fortunately, that initiative was not lacking. Mr. Eden, 
now Sir Anthony Eden, the British Foreign Minister, consulted with 
the governments which had signed the EDC Treaty in an effort to dis- 
over whether the Brussels Pact of 1948 might provide the frame- 
work for substitute arrangements. At the same time I flew to Europe 
to consult with Chancellor Adenauer and with Mr. Eden. Although 
Mr. Eden’s consultations were not conclusive, the prospects warranted 
Onvening a conference of the governments most directly concerned. 
Accordingly, the six signatures of the EDC Treaty, plus the United 
Kingdom, the United States, and Canada, met in London in late 
September 1954. 

The principal task of the London Conference was to find an accept- 
able basis for German association with the free nations of the West 
and for a German contribution to western defense. Under the 1952 
agreements, the Federal Republic was to have been associated with 
NATO only indirectly, through membership in the EDC. At Lon- 
don we decided to seek full German membership in NATO. However, 
this needed to be supplemented by some reproduction of those aspects 
of EDC which removed the field of armament from exclusively 
national competence. This was achieved by enlarging the Five Power 
Brussels Pact Organization to include the German Federal Republic 
and Italy and giving that Organization control of the armaments of 
the continental European members. 


ARMAMENTS PROVISIONS 


It was essential that these controls should not interfere with the 
creation of adequate defensive forces by NATO. So at London, we 
agreed that the level of peacetime contributions by the various mem- 
bers of the Brussels pact to the forces under the NATO Supreme Com- 
mander, Europe, SACEUR, should, within certain agreed limitations, 
be worked out in NATO. The Brussels pact nations in turn agreed not 
to maintain on the European continent peacetime armaments in excess 
of those required for the forces they would contribute to NATO for 
its defensive pur poses, plus their police forces which were also subject 
to limitation by the Council of Western European Union. They also 
agreed to establish machinery for verifying these levels of armaments 
and for dealing with infractions of the levels. Furthermore, it was 
envisaged that the political and economic functions of the Brussels 
Treaty Organization would be strengthened, thus providing a broad 
basis for closer cooperation among the member countries. 

The acceptance of these arrangements was greatly facilitated by 
additional commitments made by the Federal Republic and by the 
United Kingdom. The Federal Republic undertook voluntarily to 
forego the right to manufacture weapons of mass destruction— 
atomic, biological, and chemical—and not to manufacture guided 
missiles, larger warships, and submarines, and strategic bombers, 
except upon request of SACEUR and with the agreement of the 
Brussels Treaty Council acting by a two-thirds vote. 


hers 
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The British Government undertook to maintain on the European 
Continent ground and air force units equivalent to those now assigned 
to SACEUR and not to withdraw them against the renee of the 


majority of the Brussels Treaty Powers. This British commitment 
constituted an historic departure from Een ul Br ‘tish policy. 
Finally, it was agreed by the United Stat United Kingdom, 


France, and the Federal Republic that the oc an ition regime in West- 
ern Germany would be brought to an end by the Bonn Convention, 
amended to take account of developments since it was first made i 
1952 

The agreements in principle reached at the London conference then 
had to be developed in detail and drawn up in appropriate formal 
instruments. A further conference was, therefore, convened in Paris 
in late October to review the new texts and to sign them. They were, 
in fact, signed in Paris on October 23. 


THE SAAR AGREEMENT 


At the same time, a Franco-German agreement on the Saar was 
signed. The French Government had long considered it essential that 
such an agreement be part of the overall arrangements regarding (Ger- 
man relations with the West. Discussion on this subject had been 
proceeding for several years. But it was only on the last day of our 
meetings at Paris that agreement was finally reached between Chan- 
cellor Adenauer and President Mendés-France. The agreement pro- 
vides that, pending the conclusion of a peace treaty with Germany, 
the Saar will be given a European status. A European commissioner, 
responsible to the Council of Ministers of the Western European 
Union, will supervise the carrying out of the agreement and that will 
be in charge of foreign affairs and defense matters. The monetary 
and customs union between France and the Saar will continue. But 
Germany will eventually be given a position in trade matters similar 
to that of France. The arrangements are subject to the approv: al of 
the Saar population to whom the agreement will be submitted in a 
referendum. The agreement contains provisions designed to ae 
that the referendum will afford an opportunity for a free expression of 
the views of the Saarlanders. 

The French Government and the German Federal Government 
have agreed to ask the United States and the United Kingdom to vive 
assurances respecting the Saar agreement. These assurances would 
be expressions of intention, indicating our general willingness to sup- 
port the arrangements to which I have referred. No treaty obligations 
would be involved on our part. 

The Saar arrangement is one of the most important byproducts of 
the plan for Western European union. Like the Trieste settlement, 
it eaves pareave of disposing in amity of an age-old, explosive source 
of trouble 


TREATIES REQUIRING UNITED STATES SENATE ACTION 


All of the documents signed at Paris are now before the Senate for 
its information. Most of these either do not involve the United States 
as a party, or are purely administrative in character. But two treaties 
do call for the Senate’s advice and consent to ratification. These are 
the protocol amending the Bonn Convention, restoring sovereignty to 
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the Feder: al Republic of Germany, and the protocol admitting the 
Federal Rep ub lic of Germany to the North Atlantic Tre saty. 

T ne arrangements e xpressed in these two treaties involve substan- 
ces the same obligations on the part of the United States as those 
W ich the Senate accepted in 1952 in terms of the original Bonn Con- 
vention and the N A’ lO extension P eaaiiadae. 

The revisions of the Bonn Convention are for the purpose of bring- 
ing it up to date and expressing more fully the status of equality being 
accorded to the Federal Republic. The obligations of the United 
states are not enlarged. 

The existing rights of the Allied Powers with respect to Berlin and 
Germany as a whole, that is, our status vis-a-vis the Soviet Union, are 
maintained as under the original conventions. We also retain our 
right to station forces in Germany, in agreement with the Federal 
Republic. Its agreement was given at Paris and has been approved 
by parliamentary action. The texts have been submitted to the Senate 
for information. 

he admission of the German Fede ral Republic to NATO will not 
impose on the United States any additional commitment beyond what 
would have been assumed by the protocol which the Senate app roved 
in 1952. In both cases the protection of the North Atlantic Treaty is 
extended to the Federal Republic, and the latter assumes correspond- 
ing responsibilities. 


UNITED STATES POLICY TOWARD NATO 


As an essential contribution to the overall result, the President has 
made a declaration expressing our policy of active and continuing 
participation in the Atlantic security system represented by NATO. 

This was done after consultation with leaders of both Houses of 

the Congress. The statement reaffirms our interest in NATO and our 
dete rmination to continue active participation in the arrangements 
whi ms have been established thereunder. In partic ular, this statement 
contained an assurance, based on the language used in Senate Resolu- 
tion 99 in 1951, that the United States will 
continue to maintain in Europe, including Germany, such units of its Armed 
Forces as may be necessary and appropriate to contribute its fair share of the 
forces needed for the joint defense of the North Atlantic area while a threat 
to that area exists. 
Also, the statement reiterates the United States view that the North 
Atlantic Treaty is of indefinite duration; announces our intention to 
cooperate with NATO and the Council for Western European Union 
on force levels and armament controls, and repeats our willingness to 
share information on the utilization of new weapons as recently 
authorized by the Congress. 

My statement at London, outlining United States policy in these 
respects, followed as it was py Sir Anthony Eden’s restatement of 
British polic y, constituted the turning point in a conference which, 
up to then, had no clear sense of direction. 

My statement, most of which was incorporated in the final act of 
the London conference which is before you, made clear that such 
Presidential assurances, when given, would be only policy statements, 
not binding either as treaties or even in the sense that future Presi- 
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dents would be legally committed the reby. However, the assurances 
de seribe polici 1es whic h have bee nh de veloped ceturt bipartisan Cco- 
oper: ation over a period ot years, The y re flect what now seems to be 
the fundamental and enduring interest of the United States in Euro- 
pean unity and Atlantic security. They will, I am confident, continue 
to serve our national interests. 


FAVORABLE RESULTS OF THE TREATIES 


[ believe that the arrangements before you carry out faithfully the 
desires of the Senate, as expressed in its resolution of July 30, 1954. 
They will restore sove reignty to the Federal Republic of Germany and 
they will enable that re public to contribute to the maintenance of 
inte rnational peace and security. Furthermore, these results will be 
achieved within a framework of unit for Western Europe, which, on 
the one hand, assures strength and, on the other hand, gives large 
assurance against an abuse of that strength. 

The conditions which these agreements will create will, I hope, lead 
to a solution of other European problems. 

The reunification of Germany and the conclusion of the German 
Peace Treaty continue to be basic objectives of our policy. For 
years now these objectives have been sought in repeated conferences 
with the Soviet Union. The first of those conferences was held 
Moscow in the spring of 1947 and the latest of such conferences was 
held in Berlin last year. These conferences have come to naught be- 
cause the Soviet Union has used them as occasions to maneuver 
against unity in the non-Communist part of Europe. Once, however, 
that unity is an irreversible reality, then conferences could be held 
with greater hope. The Soviet Union will then no longer have the 
possibility of perverting these conferences into maneuvers against 
Western European unity. It may, perhaps, at long last, be possible 
to get down to the actual business of unifying Germany. 

Furthermore, the arrangements for armaments control set a pattern 
which might be adapted for wider use in Europe, if the Soviet rulers 
have a genuine desire to regulate and control armaments. They talk 
often and loudly about limitation of armament, but in fact they have 
never made any practical proposals. In contrast, there has here been 
quietly developed an effective system of controls and limitations. 
These apply to 6 fully sovereign nations, with a total population of 
over 160 million, possessing large industrial power and inheriting 
great military traditions. This constitutes an example without prece- 
dent. The whole world can usefully note it, and profit from it. Per- 
haps adaptation and extension of this pattern of control of armament, 
and of armament production can be usefully discussed between the 


East and West. 
PARTIES HAVING RATIFIED THE AGREEMENTS 


The necessary legislative action for ratification of the eo agree- 
ments has been completed by 10 of the 15 nations, including France, 
the Federal Republic of Germ: ny, the United Kingdom, and 7 7 others. 
No reservations have been attached to the : approval of the agreements 
in any case. Five parliaments have still to act, Belgium, Denmark, 
Luxembourg, the Netherlands, and the United States. It appears 
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that action in these four European countries will be completed in a 
short time. 

The early entry into force of the agreements, which now can be 
envisaged, will be greatly in the interest of the United States. In- 
deed, any substantial delay would seriously injure the interests of the 
United States. 

In 1952 the United States Senate acted before France acted. and 
France never did act favorably on those treaties. This time it seemed 
the part of wisdom for the United States not to be out in front. Now 
this deliberate deferring of United States action makes it the more 
important that there should be prompt action. 

The relevant documents were transmitted to the Senate by the 
President on November 15, 1954. and I trust that the Senate will now 
find it possible to take prompt favorable action on the two treaties 
which require Senate approval. 

Thank you, sir. 

(‘The President al declaration referred to above follows :) 


MESSAGE FROM THE PRESID r TO THE PRIME MINISTERS OF THE SEVEN NATIONS 
SIGNATORY TO THE PRorocoLs ESTABLISHING THE WESTERN EUROPEAN UNION— 


BELGIUM, FRANCE, THE FEDERAL REPUBLIC OF GERMANY, [TALY, LUXEMBOURG, THE 
NETHERLANDS, AND THE Umitep Kineapom, Marcu 10, 1955 


At the time when there was under consideration the Treaty to establish a 
European Defense Community, I made a public announcenient of certain prin¢ iples 
which would guide United States policies and actions with respect to Western 
Europe in the evs that Treaty should be ratified. Now, in substitution for that 
Community, a plan has been evolved for a Western European Union. Obviously 
that Union and related arrangements signed at Peris on October 23, 1954, when 
brought into force, will serve the vital interests not only of the members of the 
Union, but of the peoples of the free world, including the United States. The 
United States has twice been drawn into wars which originated in Europe and 
today it maintains forces there to help minimize the possibility of another war 
It is in the interest of the United States to help reduce such dangers. 

To this end the United States committed itself to the North Atlantic Treaty. 
This Treaty is in accordance with the basic security interests of the United States, 
and the obligations which the United States has assumed under the Treaty will 
be honored 

The member nations are seeking to make the Atlantic alliance an enduring 
association of free peoples within which all members can concert their efforts 
toward peace, prosperity and freedom. The success of that association will be 
determined in large measure by the degree of practical cooperation realized 





among the Furopean nations themselves. The Western European Union and the 
related arrangements agreed upon in Paris are designed to ensure this cooperation 
and thereby to provide a durable basis for consolidating the Atlantic relationship 
as a whole. 

It is my belief that the proposed arrangements when effective: 

Will promote progress toward unity in Western Europe and draw together 
those whose past differences have led to recurrent war and gravely depleted 
Kurope’s human, material and moral strength; 

Will restore sovereignty to the Federal Republic of Germany, a sovereignty 
which has now been withheld for ten years, during which time the Government 
and people of that Republic have demonstrated that they are capable of worthily 
discharging their responsibilities as a self-governing member of the free and 
peaceful world community; 

Will, by controlling armament levels through an appropriate Agency of the 
Western European Union, assure against militarism ; 

Will provide a core of unity at the heart of the North Atlantic Treaty Organiza- 
tion, thus permitting adoption of practical defensive measures which offer good 
hope that any enemy attack could be stopped at the threshhold;: 

Will enable the Federal Republic of Germany to make its appropriately meas- 
ured contribution to international peace and security, in keeping with the spirit 
of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization : 








PROTOCOLS ON THE FEDERAL REPUBLIC OF GERMANY y 


Will, = ugh action of the North Atlantic Treaty Council, assure a closer 


eration of the armed forces in Europe of the member coun ries thereby giving 
issur ince that these forces cannot be used for nationalistic aggression or other- 
assuraii ‘ , een 
wise than for the security purposes envisaged by the North Atlantic Treaty 


\t London on September 29, 1954, the United States Secretary of State in order 
to facilitate efforts to produce an effective collective defense of Western Europe, 
indicated the conditions under which the United States might be prepared to 
make a policy declaration similar to that which was announced when the ¢ earlier 
Buropean Defense Community plan was under ¢ msideration. I am glad to affirm 
that when the Paris Agreements have been ratified and have come into force, 
it will be the policy of the United States: 

(1) To continue active in the various organic arrangements estabHshed under 

the North Atlantic Treaty Organization and to consult with other members of 
NATO on questions of muttnal concern, including the level of forces from the 
respective NATO countries to be placed at the disposal of the Supreme Allied 
Commander Europe ; 
2) To consult, if so desired, with the Agency for the Control of Armaments 
of the Western European Union with a view to assisting in the achievement of 
its objective of controlling armament and preventing unjustified military 
parations within the members of the Union; 

3) To continue to maintain in Europe, including Germany, such units of 
armed forces as may be necessary and appropriate to contribute 
of the forces needed for the joint defense of the North Atlantic area while a 
threat to that area exists, and will continue to deploy such forces in accordance 
with agreed North Atlantie strategy for the defense of this area 

(4) To cooperate in developing the closest possible integration among the 
forces assigned to NATO in Western Europe, including those contributed by the 
German Federal Republic, in accordance with approved plans developed. by the 
military agencies and the Supreme Commanders of the North Atlantic Treaty 
Organization in accordance with the Resolution adopted by the North Atlantic 
Council on October 22, 1954: 

(5) To continue to cooperate toward Atlantic Security by sharing informa- 
tion authorized by Congress with respect to the military utilization of new 
weapons and techniques for the improvement of the collective defense; 

(6) In consonance with its policy of encouraging maximum cooperation among 
the free nations of Europe and in recognition of the contribution which the 
srussels Treaty, as amended, will make to peace and stability in Europe, to 
regard any action from whatever quarter which threatens the integrity or unity 
of the Western European Union as a threat to the security of the parties to the 
North Atlantic Treaty calling for consultation in accordance with Article IV of 
that Treaty. 

In accordance with the basic interest of the United States in the North Atlantic 
Treaty, as expressed at the time of ratification, the Treaty was regarded as of 
indefinite duration rather than for any definite number of years. The United 
States calls attention to the fact that for it to cease to be a-party to the North 
Atlantic Treaty would appear quite contrary to our security interests when there 
is established on the Continent of Europe the solid core of unity which the Paris 
Agreements will provide. 


( 


pre- 


its 
its fair share 


The Cuatrman. Mr. Secretary, I will withhold any questions. I 
wish, however, to publicly ae ‘knowledge your very great and devoted 
services in bringing about these treaties that are before us for ratifiea- 
tion. 

Without your pateient and persistent effort, the story might have 
been different. 

Senator Green ? 


UNITED STATES OBLIGATIONS UNDER THE AGREEMENTS 


Senator Green. Thank you very much, sir. 

Mr. Sécretary, let me also, in my turn, congratulate you on the 
success of your long and arduous work in this connection. 

There are, however, 1 or 2 questions I would like to ask—not in the 
way of criticism but i in the way of illumination. 
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You speak in some places of obligations assumed by the United 
States, and say in others that we are not assuming any additional 
ob fieetionn. I think you refer to the amount rather than the kind, 
do you not ¢ 

The obligations are somewhat different ? 

Secretary Duties. The obligations under the North Atlantic Treaty 
are slightly different in the sense that now Germany becomes a full 
party to the treaty, and gets the protection of the tre aty through mem- 
bership therein, whereas under the prior protocal, Germany was 
covered by an extension of the treaty area to cover Germany although 


Germany itself was not a party at that time to the NATO—appeared 
to be: a party tothe NA’ lO treaty itself. 

Senator Green. Will you furnish the committee a summary of just 
what obligations have been changed, and to what extent, and what 
obligations have taken the place of those that have been given up? 

Secretary Duties. Ill be glad to do so, sir. 

(The list referred to above follows :) 


SUMMARY OF UNITED STATES COMMITMENTS AND ASSURANCES 
IN THE PARIS AGREEMENTS 


A summary of principal United States commitments in the Convention on Rela- 
tions with the Federal Republic of May 26, 1952, and related documents was 
furnished by the Department to the Senate Foreign Relations Committee at the 
request of Senator George and printed on pages 138-141 of the record of the 
committee hearings of June 10-17, 1952. 

The following listing of United States commitments and assurances in the 
Paris agreements is divided into two categories: (a) changes in those arising 
from the agreements of May 26, 1952, as listed in the record of the committee 
hearings; and (6) new commitments and assurances. The listing of changes is 
arranged, for convenience, to correspond in numbering to the earlier listing. 


A. CHANGES IN PRINCIPAL 1952 COMMITMENTS AND ASSURANCES 
I. CONVENTION ON RELATIONS 


4. The commitment to terminate a state of emergency as promptly as possible 
after a decision to that effect by the NATO Council has been dropped with the 
deletion of the original provisions in article 5 dealing with a state of emergency. 
Under the new provisions of article 5 the emergency power is retained only until 
it can be assumed by the Federal Republic. 

5. The commitment to extend to a unified Germany the rights of the Federal 
Republic under the conventions, upon the former’s assumption of the correspond- 
ing obligations, has been deleted from article 7. It was considered unnecessary 
to retain the original provisions, for they had proved confusing and would not 
have any effect upon the legal situation that would arise upon the reunification of 
Germany. 

The commitment to review the conventions upon the request of any one of 
the parties in the event of the unification of Germany or the creation of a 
European federation (art. 10 (a)) has been revised to provide for review upon 
request in the event of an international understanding, with the participation 
or consent of the signatory States, on steps toward bringing about reunification, 
as well as in the event of reunification or the creation of a European federation. 


Il, PROTOCOL TO THE NORTH ATLANTIC TREATY 


The protocol extending the guaranties already contained in the North Atlantic 
Treaty to the territory of the German Federal Republic and to the forces, vessels, 
or aireraft of the European Defense Community has been superseded by the 
protocol on the accession of the German Federal Republic to NTAO (see list of 
new commitments). 
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Ill. TRIPARTITE DECLARATION 


The Tripartite Declaration issued May 27, 1952, in connection with the signa- 
ture of the EDC Treaty has been superseded by a new Tripartite Declaration 
ontained in section V of the final act of the London conference. 


IV. SETTLEMENT CONVENTION 


8. The commitment under chapter 12, article 7, regarding maintenance of air 
traffic services, navigational aids, and accident investigation in civil aviation 
has been deleted from the revised convention. This provison is no longer mean- 
ingful since the period of time involved is now past and the Federal Repubiic 
has assumed responsibility for these services. 

10. The commitment regarding facilities for embassies and consulates pre- 
viously set forth in chapter 11, articles 3, 4, and 5, is now set forth in Letter 
No. VIII of October 23, 1954. 


Vv. CONVENTION ON RIGHTS AND OBLIGATIONS OF THE FORCES 


There has been no change in the listed commitments arising from this con- 
vention, except that the convention, as provided under article 8 of the revised 
Convention on Relations, is subsequently to be replaced by later arrangements, 
and the commitments, therefore, are also to be replaced. 


VI. FINANCE CONVENTION 


1. The commitment to participate in establishing the German defense con- 
tribution after June 30, 1953 under principles corresponding to those applicable 
to NATO members (art. 3, par. 2) is no longer in effect. Article 3 has been 
deleted from the revised Convention. Under the new arrangements, the Federal 
Republic will be a member of NATO and automatically subject to NATO prin- 
ciples and procedures as regards it defense contribution. Hence, there is no 
longer any need for a specific commitment on this subject. 

2. The commitment to negotiate with the Federal Republic the amount of its 
total defense contribution after June 30, 1953, to be allotted to the support of 
the Allied forces in Germany (art. 3, par. 5 (a)) obviously is no longer current. 
However, it has been replaced by a new commitment, in art. 4 of the amended 
convention, to negotiate concerning support of the Allied forces after the period 
provided for in the amended convention. (See list of new commitments.) 

3. It should be noted in connection with the commitment regarding claims (art. 
8) that we have agreed, in annex B to the amended convention, to a procedure 
for implementation of the provisions of article 8. (See list of new commitments. ) 


VII, LETTERS 


1. The letter providing for a meeting among the Three Powers and the Federal 
Republic to determine whether certain provisions of the conventions might be 
implemented before the entry into force of the conventions, if the four parties 
Shuuld ratity the conventions and their entry into force should be held up by 
a delay in ratification of the EDC Treaty, is no longer applicable, as indicated 
in letter No. X of October 23. 1954. 


B. NEw COMMITMENTS AND ASSURANCES 
I. CONVENTION ON RELATIONS 


1. To negotiate new arrangements with the Federal Republic setting forth the 
rights and obligations of the forces of the Three Powers and other States having 
forces in the territory of the Federal Republic; the new arrangements, which will 
replace the Forces Convention of May 26, 1952, to be based on the NATO Status 
of Forces Agreement, supplemented by such provisions as are necessary in view 
of the special conditions existing in regard to the forces stationed in the Fed- 
eral Republic (amended art. 8 (1) (b)). 


Il. PROTOCOL ON GERMAN ACCESSION TO THE NORTH ATLANTIC TREATY 


Under the protocol, which is being submitted to the Senate for advice and con- 
sent to ratification, the German Federal Republic would become a full member of 
NATO. The reciprocal obligation under article V of the North Atlantic Treaty 
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will thus be extended to cover the territory of the Federal Republic and its forces 
within the North Atlantic area. In effect, the same reciprocal commitment, al 
though in a different form, was contained in the Protocol on Guaranties to the 
EDC approved by the Senate in July 1952. 


lil, GOVERNMENTAL DECLARATIONS 


{ Tripartite Declaration (sec. V of the final act of the London confe rence ) 

This declaration, in which all the NATO nations have joined, reaffirms earlier 
statements that we consider the Federal Republic the only legitimate German 
Government, and that the achievement by peaceful means of a fully free and uni- 
fied Germany and a freely negotiated peace settlement remains a fundamental 
goal of our policy. The declaration contains the following specilic occurrences 

1. To maintain armed forces within the territory of Berlin as long as our re- 
sponsibilities require it, and to treat any attack against Berlin from any quarter 
as an attack on our forces and ourselves. This statement reiterates previous 
declarations of policy in particular as contained in the 1952 Tripartite Declara- 
tion 

2. In the event of any recourse to force in violation of the United Nations Char- 
ter threatening NATO or its defensive purposes, to consider the offending gov- 
ernment as having forfeited its rights under the North Atlantic Treaty and in 
this event to consult under article IV of the North Atlantic Treaty. Article IV 
of the North Atlantic Treaty already provides for such consultation in such 
circumstances 
B. Message from the President to the Prime Ministers of the WEU countries 

The President’s message of March 10, which was issued after consultation with 
congressional leaders, is a unilateral statement of United States Government 
policy. Provided the agreements enter into force, it sets forth United States pres- 
ent policies with respect to cooperation with NATO and consultation on certain 
matters within NATO as well as with the WEU when established, reiterates the 
clear intent to consider the North Atlantic Treaty to be of indefinite duration, 
and contains the following assurances : 

1. To continue to maintain in Europe, including Germany, such units of our 
Armed Forces as may be necessary and appropriate to contribute our fair share 
of the forces needed for the joint defense of the North Atlantic area while a 
threat to that area exists, and to continue to deploy those forces in accordance 
with agreed NATO strategy. This is identical with the commitment undertaken 
in connection with the EDC. 

2. To continue to cooperate towards Atlantic security by sharing information 
authorized by Congress with respect to the military utilization of new weapons 
and techniques for the improvement of the collective defense. This goes no 
further than the similar statement issued in connection with EDC. 

3. To regard any action which threatens the integrity or unity of the Western 
European Union as a threat to the security of the parties to the North Atlantic 
Treaty calling for consultation under article IV of that treaty. This is similar 
to the statement made in connection with the EDC. 

C. Cooperation with WEU 

We have advised the WEU nations that: 

1. We pledge our closest cooperation with the WEU Council and Arms Control 
Agency, as well as with any other agency or body which the WEU Council may 
establish with responsibilities in this general field, in the effective performance 
of their tasks 

2. We will carry out our military assistance program in full consonance with 
the Brussels Treaty protocols on armaments and forces. 

3. We will keep the WEU Council and Arms Control Agency fully informed 
of programed United States military assistance deliveries and will give con- 
sideration to any observations they may make thereon. 

ft. We will be prepared to develop, consistent with United States legislative 
requirements, consultative machinery to this end. 


IV. SETTLEMENT CONVENTION 
No new commitments. 


Vv. FORCES CONVENTION 
No new commitments. 
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VI. FINANCE CONVENTION 


1. To negotiate new arrangements with the Federal Republic regarding the 
support of the Allied forces in the Federal Republic in the period between June 
30, 1955 and the entry into force of the arrangements for the German defense 
contribution if these arrangements should enter into force after June 30, 1955 
(amended art. 4(1)(¢)). 

2. To negotiate new arrangements with the Federal Republic regarding the 
support of the Allied forces in the Federal Republic in the period after entry 
into force of the arrangements for the German defense contribution if these 


arrangements should enter into force after June 30, 1955 (amended art. 4(2) ) 
3. To reexamine the provisions of the finance convention on funds for the 
support of the forces (after the entry into force of the arrangements for the 


German defense contribution) if the Federal Republic should consider that the 
burden imposed by the buildup of the agreed German forces justifies reexamina 
tion and so proposes, and to amend these provisions if the signatury states find 
it necessary (amended art. 4(3)). 

$. To negotiate with the Federal Republic regarding questions relating to t 
support of Allied forces in the Federal Republic in the period after the peri ¥ 
provided for in the convention (amended art. 4(2) ). 

5. To make consistent efforts to insure that the carryover (carryover of 
occupation cost funds made available by the Federal Republic but not disbursed ) 
will not inerease and shall be substantially reduced as rapidly as possible 
amended art. 4(7) ). 

6. To implement the provisions of article 8 (regarding claims) in accordance 
with the provisions of annex B to the convention (annex B) 


VIT. LETTERS 

l. To review the exercise of disarmament and demilitarization controls in 
the Federal Republic at the end of 1954 in the light of the situation then exist 
ing with regard to the entry into force of the protocol on the termination of the 
oecupation regime with a view to permitting preparation by the Federal Republi 
for its future defense contribution (Letter No. 1). 

2. To approve applications for authorization of air traffic to and from the 
Berlin air corridors by aircraft of powers other than the United States, the 
United Kingdom, France, and the USSR, only after notification by the German 
Federal Government that it is willing to grant the right to overfly the Federal 
Territory (Letter No. IX). 

Senator Green. There is another question: You refer at times to 
obligations of the United States and as to assurances by the President. 
Are those assurances by the President personal assurances of this 
President ? 

Secretary Duties. They are personal assurances of this President 
yes. 

Senator Green. Then they would not bind any successor ? 

Secretary Duties. No. T) 1ey would not legally bind any successor. 

Senator GREEN. They woul | only bind P resident Eisenhower ? 

Secretary Dunxes. They are statements of the policy which I think 
any successor would probably want to carry out. 

Senator Grern. That successor would be entirely free of any 
assurances ¢ 

Secretary Duties. Absolutely. I was very careful to point out at 
the London Conference that I did not believe that, under our constitu- 
tional system, it was possible for one President to bind his successor 
in this respect. 

Senator Green. Would it bind the present President, assuming that 
he served another term ? 

Secretary Duties. He would only be bound in the sense that it 
would be unlikely he would change his mind. But if he had a good 
reason for changing his mind, he “would be perfectly free to do so. 


60725—55——_2 
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Senator Green. We would assume that he would act according to 
what he thought was right. 

Secretary Dutxes. Iam sure he would. 

Senator Green. Suppose he assumed he thought it right to change 
these assurances ? 
Secretary Duties. He would be entirely free to do so. 
senator GreeN. But he would not be free during his present term ? 
Secretary Duties. Oh, yes; free any time. 
senator GreeN. Well, I am glad to get that made clear. 
Secretary Duties. Yes. 
Senator Green. That is all, thank you. 
The CHarrMan. Senator Wiley ? 


IMPORTANCE OF THE AGREEMENTS 


Senator Winey. Mr. Secretary, I am happy to join with my demo- 
cratic brethren in paying a compliment to your sti itesmanship, and 
your good work, not only in this particular direction but in practically 
everything you undertake. I feel that you are a dedicated man as far 
as peace is concerned. 

i have a few questions. I wish, in the simplest language possible, 
you would tell us why this is not just another scrap of paper, as the 
Kaiser once said of a treaty. What are the world circumstances that 
would make these agreements more vital and binding than other 
agreements? 

Secretary Dues. Because these agreements will be translated into 
what is a sort of a living, organic reality. 

Treaties which are mere promises and nothing more have often 
proved to be undependable. 

Treaties which create living organisms which embody their prin- 
ciples become, in a sense, self-executing treaties. 

In the present case, there will be created this Council for Western 
European Union, which will be functioning and dealing with many 
important matters in relation to Europe. It will function as a body 
which in many respects has supra-national powers. In other words, 
it is not an organization which in all matters can act only by unani- 
mous consent. It can act in many important matters by less than 
unanimous consent and a body of that character becomes a living 
reality with an existence of its own. 

In relation to the forces of Germany, they will be so integrated into 
the other forces of Europe under the command of SACEUR that as a 
practical matter it would be almost impossible to detach them and 
have them operate as an independent national force in pursuit of 
purely national objectives. They will be so interlocked that a separa- 
tion for a separate purpose would, as a practical matter, be imposible. 
And the attempt would carry with it such advance warning that it 
would almost surely be frustrated if it should be attempted. 

Therefore, I believe that there would be growing out of these treaties 
an organism or 2 organisms, 1 under the Brussels Treaty, the other 
under the NATO Treaty, which will make them a living force and so 
that the consummation of the results desired will not depend purely on 


whether some future Government cares to honor the promises of its 
predecessor. 
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Senator Witey. Do you not think, looking out upon this globe of 
ours, that statesmen as well as the common people themselves have 
taken a new look and have recognized that the day of small national- 
ism is past, and that it is imperatively necessary to have the vital 
working organism such as you have described here? In other words, 
is there the intent and the will and the desire on the part of the leaders 
as well as of the common people to get together into what you call a 
living organism ¢ 

Secretary Dtuies. I think there is ample evidence, sir, that that 
spirit exists and I have, myself, a hope that on this foundation there 
will be created an even higher degree of unity in Western Europe than 
is created by these particular treaties. 

There are. in each of the countries, elements, powerful elements, who 
are dedicated to moving forward from this. They do not regard this 
as the end. They regard this as the beginning of a greater unity in 
Europe, and I believe that upon this structure, once it is in operation, 
there may be superimposed other organisms which will promote the 
creation of what we sometimes call the United States of Europe. 


EFFECT OF UNIFICATION OF GERMANY ON AGREEMENTS 


Senator Wiiry. Well, let us hope that it is more than a faith; it is, 
as you say, something living. 

In the ‘Morning Times of December 21, we find this statement: 

Chancellor Konrad Adenauer’s legal adviser contended today that the Paris 


agreements would become invalid and inapplicable after Germany’s reunification. 
The view of the adviser can be taken— 


I am quoting the Morning Times— 


as authoritative opinion of the Chancellor and his most intimate political asso- 
ciate. 


It means, and I am still quoting— 


that a reunified German State automatically liberated from the obligations of the 
Federal Republic to the Western alliances would be free to pursue any foreign 
policy it desired vis-a-vis the West and the East. 

Do you dispute this interpretation ? 

Secretary Duties. The question of the binding effect of treaties 
made by the Federal Republic upon a unified Germany will, of course, 
depend very largely upon the terms of such unification. It is possible 
to argue theoretically that the result which you refer to might happen. 

Theoretically, a good many things might h: appen. “You could 
theoretically have a union of some of the other parties with each other 
or with a third party, which would raise the question, which is also a 
debatable one in international law, of the extent to which in case you 
have a merger of countries, the obligations of each apply to the unified 
new group. 

However, I regent that as an exercise for law students and for debat- 
ing societies. I do not consider it has any practical application to 
this situation, because of the fact that Western Germ: iny, the Federal 
Republic of Germany, constitutes such a large percentage of all of 
Germany that it is extremely unlikely that the unified Germany would 
adopt any course other than that which has been mapped out and 
\dopted and committed to by the Federal Republic. 
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EFFECT ON AGREEMENTS OF ANY ACTION BY THE SOVIET UNION 


Senator Wury. Mr. Secretary, you know there were several mutual 
aid treaties between France and the Soviet Union and between Britain 
and the Soviet Union, and I think they were dated back in 1942 
and 1944. 

Now, you re ‘all that. some time ago, the Soviet Union threatened 
to repeal or nullify those treaties if these agreements were entered into. 

Have these treaties been nullified, now that France and Britain 
have come in under the umbrella / 

secretary Duties. No: no formal action of that kind has been 
taken. 

Senator Winey. What would be the effect of such nullification if 
they were / 

Secreta vy Duuues. I think the effect would be zero. 

Senator Wier. I have several other questions, Mr. Chairman. 
Newspaper comments, I think, of Joseph Harsh of the Christian 
Science Monitor suggest that during the last 6 months the attention 
of the United States has been focused on the Far East, that Moscow 
has been primarily concerned about the rearmament of Western Ger- 
many. Is there any danger, in your opinion, that Moscow would be 
able to wreck the plans now of the Western Union and German rearm- 
ament ¢ 

Secretary Duties. I do not think so. It is true that the Soviet 
Union has exhausted every means at its command, short of open war, 
i try to prevent the consummation of this arrangement. They have 

hreatened, they have cajoled, they have used the Communist Parties 
in France and in Italy. They have held out the bait of the unification 
of Germany: they have done everything conceivable to try to prevent 
this result which’ is now before you. They have failed. And it is the 
greatest failure of Soviet diplomacy that has yet occurred. 

When we were debating these matters at the time of the Paris meet- 
ing last December, there was expressed around the NATO Council 
table some fear of these threats, of what the outcome might be. 

I pointed out that the Soviet Union had systematically made threats 
of this sort, but that in the past, when it was faced by an accomplished 
fact, it adjusted itself realistically to that fact. There is evidence 
today that the Soviet Union will adjust itself realistically to this fact, 
and that it will no longer be able to prevent the unity of Western 
Europe which it had sought to prevent, so that out of the weakness 
and division of Europe it could gain strength and pick up the pieces 
separately. 

Senator Witry. Well, in other words, you feel that they have played 
about their last card in that direction. However, I think it was last 
week the Soviet Union stated that they were going to create a joint 
military command with their satellities. What significance do you 
attach to that / 

Secretary Duis. Again, the answer is zero, because of the fact 
that they have already completely dominated and completely run all 
the military force of their satellite countries, and to say, now, that they 
are going to create a unity between them and their satellities is some- 
what absurd in view of the fact that they have already absorbed the 
satellites to such an extent, for most practical purposes including 
armament, they do not have today and have not had for a long time 
any real independent existence. 
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BIG FOUR CONVENTION 


Senator Witey. Mr. Secretary, has there been a decision in relation 
to the Big Four Convention ? 

Secretary Duties. There has been no decision at a 

Senator Witry. There has been some parleying back and forth ? 

Secretary Dutxes. There has not been any parleying, except parley- 
ing about parleying. 

Senator Winey. Well, the point I was making was, do you think 
50-50 parleying or anything else would have any effect in delaying 
the Army of the 12 West German divisions authorized under the 
Western European Union ¢ 

Secretary Duties. I do not think that that is likely. I think we 
must recognize that the carrying forward of that armament within 
the Federal Republic of Germany involves quite a few matters which 
are somewhat controversial as a matter of internal politics; the nature 
of rearmament, whether it is voluntary or whether it is by conscrip- 
tion, and there are quite a few legal problems which undoubtedly will 
be actively debated within Germany, just as the comparable problems 
are debated within every free country. But I do not believe that there 
will be any serious delay in the creating otf the German defense con 
tribution, although, on the other hand, those 12 divisions are not going 
to spring into being automatically or instantaneously. It is going to 
be a fairly long process, which may be measured in terms of a good 
many months and possibly even a year or two. 


ARMS CONTROL OF THE WESTERN EUROPEAN UNION 


Senator Witry. You have said you did not see any delay in the 
signing by the four remaining signatory powers. Do you want to 
discuss or tell us anything about the mechanism for the control of the 
level of the armed forces of the European members of the Western 
European Union / 

Secretary Duties. Under the Brussels Council for Western Europe- 
an Union, there will be established an arms control] agency which will 
have authority to carry on frequent investigations and checkups in the 
different countries concerned to ascertain whether or not they are hav- 
ing armament in excess of that which is permitted by the Brussels 
Treaty and its protocols. 

[f they do find any excesses, they will bring that in the first in- 
stance to the attention of the Council, to try to correct thera by volun- 
tary action. If they do not sueceed in correcting them in that ay, 
then the Council has authority, by a majority vote, to take re snailia! 
and, if necessary, punitive action, 

Senator Wixey. Is it your judgment that it is advisable to get rati- 
fication by this Government as soon as possible, and if that is your 
cone ‘lusion, do you see any relationship between the action taken here 
and what is going on in the Far East ? 

Secretary Duties. In answer to your first question, I think it is 
important that there should be prompt action. It would be extremely 
unfortunate if the coming into force of these treaties was delayed 
by any failure to act on the part of the United States, because when- 
ever there is delay, there is always risk. 

I do not see any particular connection between the ratification of 
these treaties and events in the Far East. 


Ca 











18 PROTOCOLS ON THE FEDERAL REPUBLIC OF GERMANY 


Senator Witey. Thank you, Mr. Secretary. 
The CuarrmMan. Senator Sparkman? 


ACCORDING NATO MEMBERSHIP TO GERMANY 


Senator SparkMAN. Mr. Secretary, I will ask just a few questions. 
You mentioned something a while ago about the relationship between 
the agreements and NATO. This does not automatically make West 
Germany a member of N ATO. does it ? 

Secretary Duxies. Yes, if you ratify the protocol amending the 
North Atlantic Treaty, it would amend it by making the Federal 
Republic of Germany a member. 

Senator Sparkman, All of the members of NATO, except the five 
that you ment ioned, have already ratified it. 

cretary Dunes. Yes, sir. 
Senator Sparkman. That includes Portugal, Turkey, Greece? 
Secretary Duties. Yes. 


UNITED STATES PARTICIPATION IN REARMAMENT OF GERMANY 


Senator SparkMAn. Senator Wiley asked you some questions about 
German rearmament. I don’t believe he asked this question, though : 
Will it be brought about by the efforts of the Germans themselves or 
will we be called upon to help ? 

Secretary Duties. We will be called upon to help to the extent of 
contributing a substantial amount of the so-called end-item equip- 
ment. 

Actually, that equipment has already been set aside, I believe. 

Senator SparkMAN. That is a stockpile that we have been building 
up over the last year or two? 

Secretary Dunes. Yes, we have been anticipating, of course, that 
treaties might come into force earlier, which would permit the 
rearmament of Germany, and to that end the Defense Department, as 
I understand it, has created a quite substantial stockpile of equip- 
ment which is earmarked for this purpose. You can get a little fur- 
ther light on that from the Deputy Secretary of Defense; Mr. Ander- 
son will be testifying before you tomorrow. He has the details more 
fully in hand kis an I have, but broadly speaking, I would say that a 
good deal of the equipment required for that purpose already exists 
and is earmarked for the purpose. 

Senator SparKMAN. That is somewhat in line with the same plan 
we followed in NATO generally, is it not ? 

Secretary Duties. It is. We have given quite a substantial amount 
of end item equipment to the other members of NATO. 

Senator SpaRKMAN. There is some report—I do not know how ac- 
curate it is—that it may require as long as 2, 3, or maybe 4 years in 
which to complete the building up of this proposed armed force of 
West Germany. Is that primarily because of the necessity of revising 
the plan for raising manpower and training manpower rather than 
the a luction of the armaments themselves ? 

Secretary Duties. It is primarily a question of recruitment of the 
manpower in Germany and its training In the use of these weapons. 
Che delay will not be because of the unavailability of the equipment. 


i. 





PROTOCOLS ON THE FEDERAL REPUBLIC OF GERMANY 19 


Senator SparKMAN. In other words, it is just a normally planned 
program £ 

Secretary Duties. Yes, sir. 

Senator SPARKMAN. It could be speeded up, if necessary, w 
sure ¢ 

Secretary Dutuzs. I believe so. 

Senator Sparkman. Is it contemplated that it will not tax the econ- 
omy of Germany to such an extent that they can enjoy a fair econom 
existence? In other words, as we often re for o it. will 
gram of guns and butter ¢ 

Secretary Duties. It will be a program which is sufficiently modest 
so that we believe it can be easily h: undled by the Germans without 
any substantial impairment of their econom 

The ¢ rerman economy today is pe rh: ups as  prospe rous or more pros- 
nerous than that of any of the other Western European countries, and 
th ey have made a very remarkable economic recovery indeed. And 
this program will probably still involve no greater contribution, per- 
haps a lesser contribution in terms of percentage of their national pro- 
duction to military purposes than that of other NATO countries. 

Senator SparKMAN. And will our contribution be any heavier than 
it has been in the defense we have afforded to Germany in the past? 

Secretary Duties. No. You are speaking now in terms of money? 

Senator SparKMAN. Well, whatever the cost may have been to us. 
In other words, it does not represent a great increase in burden to us as 
such ; does it ? 

Secretary Duties. No. I would say that a very considerable part 
of the burden has already been borne by us through the stockpiling 
of the equipment which will be needed. 

Senator SparKMAN. So you will not regard this as stepping up that 
burden appreciably ? 

Secretary DutxEs. No, sir. 


it be a eg 


REUNIFICATION OF GERMANY 


Senator Sparkman. Now, Mr. Secretary, just a question or two 
about East Germany. Iam not sure I understand clearly. 

Do you understand this is helpful to a reunification of Germany or 
do ee think that it might have just the opposite effect ¢ 

ecretary Duxies. I think this is helpful to a reunification of Ger- 
many. 

Senator SPARKMAN. And we continue to work toward that goal? 

Secretary Duties. Absolutely. 

I think it is an indispensable goal, because a divided Germany is 
going to be a constant source of trouble in Europe. I do not think 
that it could be achieved so long as Western Europe was a d, and 
apt to fall apart. I believe with a strong and united Western Europe 
they will be in a stronger position to bargain w ith the Soviet Union 
than they have been up to this time. 

Senator SparKMAN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

The Cuatrman. Senator Smith ? 

Senator Smiru. Mr. Secretary, I am very happy to join’ with my 
colleagues in expressing to you, as a citizen of thhe United States and 
also as a member of the Senate, my appreciation of what you have 
accomplished since last year. I had occasion to see firsthand your 
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accomplishments in the Far East. And now with this wonderful 
achievement in Europe, I think we all ought to feel a deep sense of 
eratitude for the courage and persistence you have had. 


ARMS CONTROL 


Now, you mentioned, Mr. Secretary, at the end of your statement 
here, one thing that I wanted to deve lop a a little further assurance 
against abuse of strength. 

According to my information, I think you have already testified 
that the Western European powers signed in Paris a protocol for the 
establishment of an agency for control of armament for the Western 
Kuropean Union. The President, in his message of March 10, prom- 
ised to consult with that agency in connection with the achievement of 
its objectives. My first question is, do the objectives of the proposed 
agency fit in with the overall purpos esof NATO? 

Secretary Duties. Yes, sir, they do. To work that out, was a some- 

what complicated and diflicult task. I believe it has been done in a 
satisfactory way, as I indicated. It will be NATO which will fix the 
requirements for the levels of armament hecessary for its purposes 
within certain ceilings which are prescribed by the Brussels Treaty. 
Those ce ilings can be exceeded if the Brussels Treaty people agree. 
Those ceilings are applicable to peacetime con litions and do not 
operate as limits if there is a war. 

So in a sense it is NATO that fixes the size and character of the 
armaments, and then the policing of that becomes essentially a task 
for the Brussels Treaty ae rs to be sure that no nation creates arma 
ment in excess of that which NATO has deemed to be desirable for 
its purposes. So the functions are, in a sense, divided in that way. 
Thi positive action is taken by NATO; the negative, controlling action 
is exercised through the Brussels pact. 

Senator Smrrn. I recall that Mr. Mendes-France advocated some 
sort of an arms pool. How does this proposal which we are discussing 
now differ from an arms pool advocated by Mr. Mendes-France? 

Secretary Duties. At the present time, as these treaties now stand, 
each nation would, in general, have the right to develop for itself on 
a national basis the armament that was required to equip the forces 
that are allowed to it under the NATO and Brussels arrangements. 
There was a thought that Mr. Mendes-France had, which is still being 
explored, that all armament production, or certain agreed segments 
of it might be taken away from national control and turned over to a 
supra-national agency which would itself produce the armament re- 
quired so that the armament industry would no longer be a national 
industry but an international industry. 

That proposal encountered very considerable difficulties and objec- 
tions when it was first put forward at London. It was agreed that it 
would be studied further, and it is still in the course of being studied. 
The United States would not be particularly involved in that because 
this would only apply to the production of armament by what is now 
being done by the countries, the continental countries, and whether 
they would put that into a supranational agency so it would no longer 
be national armaments production. As I say, that raises a good many 
problems. There was some fear on the part of some of the continental 
countries that it might operate preventially to promote the armaments 
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industry in some areas at the expense of others, and those angles are 
bemg carefully studied; but as I say, they do not directly involve the 
United States. 

Senator SmirH. And no action has been taken yet in that connec- 
tion; they are just under study ¢ 
Secretary Duuuxs. Yes. 


RICHARDS AMENDMENT TO MUTUAL SECURITY BILL 


Senator Smiru. Now, Mr. Secretary, I want to ask you about the 

so-called Richards amendment to the Mutual Security Act of 1954 
and for the record I will read the section of the Mutual Security Act 
so that my question will be clear; section 105 (b) (1) of that act reads 
“As follows: 
In order to promote an integrated defense of the North Atlantic area and to 
support concrete measures for political federation, military integration, and 
economic unification in Europe, equipment and materials of the value pro 
gramed for fiscal years 1954 and 1955 for nations signing the treaty constituting 
the European Defense Community, shall, pending the coming into force of the 
treaty, be delivered only to such of these nations as have ratified the treaty, and 
have joined together in or are developing collective defense programs in a manner 
satisfactory to the United States as determined by the President. 

Now, my question is, has the President now determined that the 
present agreements are satisfactory means for developing this col- 
lective-defense program? In other words, do we meet the require- 
ments of the Richards amendment by this legislation we are dis- 
cussing now? 

Secretary Duties. My recollection i is that the Richards amendment 
has an “and” there and not an “or”; is that not the case? I did not 
quite get it. Where isthe text of this? 

Senator Smirn. It is “and” between those two clauses, “delivered 
only to such of these two nations as have ratified the treaty and have 
joined together,” and so on. 

Secretary Duties. Yes. So that I do not think that it would be 
possible to operate in the future under the Richards amendment as it 
is now drafted, and some modification of that will be sought by the 
executive branch when it presents proposals for the mutual security 
legislation for the current year. 

Senator Smirn. Well, I think that answers my next question, be- 
cause my next question is, Should this section of the act be changed 
or eliminated, and your answer probably would be that it ought to 
be changed. 

Secretary Duties. I think it should be changed ; yes, sir. 

Senator Smrrx. Now, let. me ask if any deliveries to France and 
Italy were actually stopped before that action under the Richards 
amendment ? 

Secretary Dutuirs. There have been no actual stoppages because 
there was so much in the pipeline at the time that the Richards amend- 
ment was adopted that its operation has not as yet had practical effect 
in terms of actually stopping deliveries. 

As a practical matter, however, having in mind the spirit and 
intent of the Richards amendment, there has been a slowing up of 
putting some new material in the pipeline. 
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Senator Smiru. But with the ratification of these agreements by 
the different countries, apparently we will not need the so-called safe- 
guards of the Richards amendment ¢ 

Secretary Duties. Yes. The Richards amendment was adopted in 
order to show our concern with the threatened disintegration of plans 
for European unity, and to indicate that if that happened they could 
not count upon getting the support from us they had been getting, and 
it may have served a useful role in that respect. However, that pur- 
pose has now been accomplished. The unity is here, and I think that 
it is the purport to adapt that legislation in the future to the Western 
European unity concept which has now been adopted. 

Senator Smirw. And we deal with that in the mutual security pro- 
eram which is coming before us this year ¢ 

Secretary Duties. Yes. 


RELUCTANCE OF GERMANY TO REARM 


Senator SmirH. One more question, Mr. Secretary. Newspaper 
reports indicate some reluctance in Germany to rearm. There were 
demonstrations in various cities while the agreements were being dis- 
cussed in the German Parliament. 

Even though Germany has completed ratification of the agreements, 
is there assurance that Germany will effectively carry out its com- 
mitments? How strong would you say the sentiment is in Germany 
against rearming? Is it strong enough to be cause for any appre- 
hension ¢ 

Secretary Duties. I do not think so. The demonstrations that you 
refer to, while largely participated in by people who honestly belie ved 
in disarmament, pacifism, were to some extent, to a very considerable 
extent stimulated and promoted by Communist efforts and were part 
of a program to try to block the ratification of these treaties. Un- 
doubtedly there will be continuing Communist effort to try to obstruct 
the implementation of these treaties. 

Also, there is naturally a considerable reluctance on the part of 
certain elements in Germany to see German rearmament occur. A 
nation which has suffered as much as the Germans have from excessive 
armament, from the abuse of armament, and who have seen disaster 
come to their country through that, inevitably have a high degree of 
pacifist feeling and that exists to some extent in Germany as it does 
in Japan. 

However, in my opinion, the preponderant view in the Federal 
Republic of Germany is that Germany should assume its share of its 
own defense, make its proper contribution to international peace and 
security, and I have no doubt myself but what that point of view will 
prevail. 

Senator Smirn. P robably the feeling in Germany and Japan against 
militarism is a very healthy thing, on the whole, and we should not 
feel too badly about it. However, I am just thinking in terms of the 
effectiveness of this treaty if there is not a real determination in Ger- 
many to go through with its share of its responsibility. 

Secretary Dunues. I have expressed my opinion about that, but I 
would say, Senator, that even if—which I do not believe—even if the 
treaty were not fully implemented by Germany in terms of armament, 
it would still be an immensely valuable treaty, because by bringing 
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Germany into the Western European unity, by bringing Germany into 
the North Atlantic Treaty Council, even if there were not large German 
forces, there would still be a degree of unity there which I believe 
would be an extremely valuable asset as assurance against any possible 
future wars as among the Western European countries. 

I have alway S, myself, attached more importance to creating unity 
in Western Europe than I have to the question of whether or not there 
would be 10 or 12 German divisions. That is the basic problem which 
is sought to be solved; that is the basic problem which needs to be 
solved, because, as I have said, these constantly recurring wars which 
have been plaguing Europe for the last century or more, the last two of 
which have turned into world wars, that situation is one which must 
he ended if there is to be any salvation at all for the values that we 
believe in and call western civilization. 

That is going to be accomplished in a large measure by these treaties. 
Now, if in addition to that, we can get an important German contrib 
tion to NATO which will permit an effective forward defense, that, 
too, is an asset of immense value, but it is not the only asset, by any 
means that we are striving for by these treaties 

Senator Smirn. I ain very glad, Mr. Secretary, you made that last 
statement, because [ think it isa stupendous accomplishment to get 
this large degree of unity in Western Europe. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Chairman, that is all I have. 

The CHairman. Senator Humphrey ? 


TERMINOLOGY OF THE AGREEMENTS 


Senator Humpnrey. Mr. Secretary, so that the record may be per- 
fectly clear, we have before us two rather extensive documents: One 
s Executives L and M, dated November 15, 1954. and the other one, 
Document No. 11 is entitled, “The Bonn Agreements of 1952, as 
Amended by the Paris Protocol of 1954.” The Senate is being called 
upon to ratify the protocol that would permit Germany to be a member 
of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization, is that correct ? 

Secretary Duties. That is one of the documents, ves. The second is 
the so-called amended Bonn Convention, which restores sovereignty to 
Germany. 

Senator Humrurey. That is known as the Paris protocol ? 

Secretary Duties. No, that is known as the Bonn Convention. 

Senator Huwrenurey. The Bonn Convention was amended by one of 
the protocols signed at Paris, was it not? 

Secretary Duties. Yes. 

Senator Humpurey. We are called upon to ratify the protocol on 
the termination of the occupation regime in the Federal Republic of 
Germany which was signed at Paris? 

Secretary Duties. The Convention on Relations is sometimes called 
the Bonn Convention. 

Senator Humrurey. And that is being amended ? 

Secretary Duties. Yes, sir. 

Senator Huwrurey. Substantially, is it not? 

Secretary Duties. Well, I would not say substantially. It is in 
substance the same Convention which the Senate had before it and 
ratified in 1952. The changes in it do not alter the general effect of 
the Convention. They involve bringing it up to date. There had 











24 PROTOCOLS ON THE FEDERAL REPUBLIC OF GERMANY 


been a lapse of 2 years, and it gives a little more complete sovereignty 
to Germany than was done by the original Bonn Convention. You 
will find in the report of the President on pages 7 and 8 there is a list 
of the principal changes in the so-called Bonn Convention. Now, 
that Bonn Convention is a rather voluminous document, and has a 
number of protocols and the like. 

In the main, it stands as it was in 1952. Now, that is one docu- 
ment which the Senate is asked to ratify. The other one is the proto- 
col amending the North Atlantic Treaty. That is a very short docu- 
ment about a page long, which is similar to the documents which were 
used at the time when Greece and Turkey were admitted to the North 
Atlantic Treaty. 


\GREEMENT RESTORING SOVEREIGNTY TO GERMANY 


Senator Humrurey. Mr. Secretary, the treaties that we are asked 
to ratify would restore full sovereignty to the Federal Republic of 
Germany, is that correct ! 

Secretary Duxxes. It will restore virtually full sovereignty. The 
occupying powers retain certain rights, vis-a-vis, the Soviet Union 
and its position in Berlin and Eastern Germany, because it was felt 
and the Germans themselves agreed that that position would be 
stronger if the three western powers retained those rights so they 
would be in a position to join with the Federal Republic of Germany 
in negotiations for unification of Germany. They retain certain 
rights regarding East Germany which enables them to intervene and 
tuke part in the negotiation for the unification of Germany and it was 
felt desirable that France, Britain and the United States should not 
surrender certain rights vis-a-vis the Soviet Union with relationship 
to the unification of Germany and also with relation to the status of 
Berlin. Except for that, full sovereignty is restored to Germany. 

Senator Humpnrey. Am I to understand then, that limitations are 
in existence so that the Federal Republic of Germany, once these 
treaties have been ratified, would not be at liberty to freely negotiate 
or enter into its own negotiations for the unification of East and West 
Germany without consultation of its allies? 

Secretary Duties. I believe that if the 3 powers, 3 Western Powers, 
wanted to assert the right to intervene in those negotiations, they 
would be free to do so. 

Senator Humpnsrey. Would that right of asserting their so-called 
rights be legally binding upon the Federal Republic ? 

Secretary Duties. I believe so, yes. But I point out that that was 
desired by the Federal Republic because it did not want to be left alone 
to deal with that problem since it knew that the East German regime 
was not alone but would have the Soviet Union working actively on its 
behalf and they prefer to have the three Allied Powers have a right in 
this situation. So that was reserved not as against any wish of the 
Federal Republic of Germany but in pursuance of its preference that 
it should be that way. 

Senator Humpurey. Mr. Secretary, 1 can understand that the West 
German Republic may want to be fortified by the close cooperation of 
the other three powers, Britain, France and the United States, but my 
point of interest and question is: Is there anything within these 
treaties once they are ratified and have been fully accepted that would 
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prohibit the West German Republic from going on its own—assuming 
that it did not feel that it wanted at this time the assistance of the three 
associated powers—to negotiate whatever kind of unification it might 
so desire, on whatever terms it might-so desire / 

Secretary Duties. I would say that the three Western Powers 
could, if they wanted to, prohibit that ; yes. 

Senator Humrnrey. If there were a unified Germany as a result of 
negotiations—relating back to the question asked by Senator Wiley 
in the light of a press report—are we to understand that the new 
Germany, united east and west, would be for all practical purposes 
relieved of any responsibilities under the treaty a protocols which 
we are now called upon to ratify ? 

Secretary Duties. Well, that depends upon what the terms of the 
unification were. It is like sometimes when you merge two corpora- 
tions, you can have either of three results: Either you can create out 
of the merger a new corporation or corporation A can be merged into 
corporation B or corporation B ean be merged into A. It is somewhat 
the same when you have a unification of peoples some of whom have 
not been consulted about certain ob ligations that have been taken. 
Sometimes they just come in and accept the obligations of one of the 
parties, sometimes you have a situation created so that there is the 
opportunity to review the obligations that have been undertaken. It 
is because of considerations of that sort that the Western Powers 
wanted to preserve some voice in the future unification of Germany, 
and that we have a certain continuing association with that proble m. 
While it is greatly unlikely that the unification would be on terms that 
were se sriously detr imental to the interests of the three Western Powers, 
nevertheless it is deemed useful to be in a position to assure that the 
unification will not take place on those terms. 


POSSIBLE DANGERS INVOLVED IN REARMING GERMANY 


Senator Humpurey. Mr. Secretary, that is the point of my interest 
and inquiry. Let us assume, for example, that the rearmament of West 
German forces is accomplished, the weapons are turned over, and there 
is a change in the political complexion of German life, rather than 
the party of the Chancellor being in power. Let us assume that an- 
other party, necessitating a coalition within power, one that expressed 
an overwhelming desire for unification even beyond what we have 
heard to date takes over; what specific guarantee is there to the United 
States of America, once the weapons are in hand, once the forces are 
in being, and a new political force comes into power in Germany 
through free elections, that unification could not be reached exclu- 
sive of our consultation and which at the same time it were reached, 
would remove the West German Republic defined under this treaty 
from the confines of NATO or a common defense system ? 

Secretary Duties. Well, the assurance against that is precisely 
the things we have been discussing, n: umely, | that the three Western 
Powers retain their rights in relation to a unification of Germany. 

Senator Humpnrey. Where do you find that in the respective pro- 
tocols, Mr. Secretary? I would like the language. 

Secretary DuLues (reading) 


In view of the international situation— 
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I am reading now from article 2 of Senate Document No. 11 which is 
the re print of the Bonn Agreements of 1952 as amended by the Paris 
P rotoc ol of 1954. 

Senator Humenrey. What page is that ? 

Secretary Dutxes. That is on page 4: 

In view of the international situation which has so far prevented the reunifica- 
tion of Germany and the conclusion of the peace settlement, the three powers 
retain the rights and responsibilities, heretofore exercised or held by them, relat- 
ing to Berlin and to Germany as a whole, including the reunification of Germany 
and a peace settlement. 

Senator Humrurey. What does that formal language precisely 
mean, Mr. Secretary 4 

Secretary Duties. It means that in substance there cannot be a 
reunification of Germany or a peace settlement exc ‘ept upon terms 
which are acceptable to the three powers, that is, the United Kingdom, 
France, and the United States. 

Senator Humpnrey. So, it is your view that the statement read by 
the Sentaor from Wisconsin, Mr. W iley, as related in the New York 
Times, pertaining to the advice of the Chief Legal Advisor of the 
Chancellor, is not necessarily controlling in light of article 2 as 
amended that you have just read from the Convention on Relations 
Between the Thee Powers and the Federal Republic of Germany ¢ 

Secretary Duties. Yes; I do not think that that opinion is neces- 
sarily correct because of the fact that it would be possible in the terms 
of reunification to insure against that result. 


OTHER AGREEMENTS AFFECTING NATO 


Senator Humpnurey. Now, Mr. Secretary, just one or two questions 
with reference to some of the executive agreements as well as protocols 
which have been carried a effect earlier. The Status of Forces 
Agreement relates to our NATO forces. This network of agreements 
recognizes the necessity for stationing armed forces in Western Ger- 
many, but before and after the bringing into force of arrangements 
for Germany for a defense contribution, what will be the status of 
these forces? 

Secretary Duties. The status of those forces will be as at present 
provided in the Bonn conventions until there is negotiated an exten- 
sion of the NATO Status of Forces Agreement to Germany. At the 
moment the status of our forces in Germany i is determined primarily 
by our rights as occupying powers. It is contemplated that the situ- 
ation will be changed to conform to the new status of the Federal Re- 
public of Germany and the fact that our forces there will not longer be 
occupation forces but forces that are invited to be in West Germany to 
assist it in its security just as our forces are in France, Italy, the United 
Kingdom, and that correspondingly the Status of Forces Agreement 
which now applies to other NATO countries will probably be extend- 
ed possibly in modified form to cover the status of our forces in Ger- 
many. 

Senator Humpnrey. That partially answers the next question that 
I had in mind but I would like a little further clarification. Will the 
NATO Status of Forces Agreement apply to Germany as well as the 
Convention on Rights and Obligations Forces which is included here 
among the executive agreements ? 
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Secretary Dunes. Yes, one or the other will be continually in effect. 
Senator Humpurey. Do you find any conflict of interest or conflict 

of provisions between the Conventions on Rights and Obligations of 
Forces which is included among these documents and the NATO 
Status of Forces Agreement ? 

Secretary Duties. I am not sufficiently expert, Senator, to say 
whether or not some modification of the NATO Status of Forces 
Agreement might be required. That matter is being studied, and I 
am not sure that we have come to any firm conclusion upon that at 
the present time. But if the present Status of Forces Agreement has 
to be changed, then I am confident that this committee would be noti- 
fied of whatever c hanges were required. 

Senator Humpnrey. Will any extension of the Status of Forces 
Agreement, taking into consideration the inclusion of the Federal Re- 
public of Germany into NATO, require Senate ratification ? 

Secretary Dues. I believe that, if the Status of Forces Agreement 
is extended in its present form, it would not have to come back to the 
Senate for further ratification. If there are modifications in it, then 
that might be required if they were material. 


THE TREATY TERRITORY 


Senator Humpnrey. Now, Mr. Secretary, the agreements contain 
no definition of the territory over which the Federal Republic of Ger- 
many is to exercise sovereignty. By article 7 of the Convention on 
Relations, this is to be determined by a treaty of peace. Over what 
territory in fact will the Federal Republic exercise jurisdiction ¢ 

Secretary Duties. It will exercise jurisdiction over the territory 
which is now defined in its constitution. In essence, it is the area 
which has been the zones of occupations of the United States, United 
Kingdom, and France. 

Senator Humpnrey. What will be the legal status of the Eastern 
Zone in so far as we are concerned once these treaties are ratified ? 

Secretary Duties. Well, it will be just exactly the same as it is now. 
In other words, these treaties do not in any way modify or affect the 
status of the eastern part of Germany which is held under Soviet 
occupation and where they have set up a satellite regime which pre- 
tends to be a sovereign government in that area. We do not recognize 
it, of course, 

Senator Humpurey. Under the Formosan Treaty, you may recall 
that we defined the treaty area and then there was a section in that 
treaty which permitted the expansion of the treaty area by mutual 
agreement between the signatories of the ae Is there any such 
provision at all in any of these protocols, Mr. Secretary, that would 


provide for the extension of an area that could include Eastern 
Germany ¢ 


Secretary Dutues. No, sir. 

Senator Humpnurey. There is not ? 

Secretary Duties. No. 

Senator Humpurey. So, if there were unification, and there was a 
desire on the part of the government of a unified Germany to partici- 
pate in the NATO organization and enjoy the collective security which: 


these treaties provide, it would call for renegotiation and a new treaty. 
Is that correct ? 
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Secretary Duties. I believe so. It is my view that the admission 
of the Federal Republic to NATO only covers the territory of the 
Federal Republic as now defined by its constitution, and if there should 
be a merger of East Germany into West Germany, I do not think that 
there would be any automatic extension of the coverage of the North 
Atlantic Treaty to the new territory, but that would probably have 
to come back again to the Senate for further consideration. 

Senator Humpurey. Then doesn’t this pose a technical question as 
to how a treaty can encompass half of a sovereign state or two-thirds 
in case there were unification of Germany ¢ 

Secretary Dunies. The treaty covers the territory of a sovereign 
state, that is the Federal Republic of Germany, which by its constitu- 
tion only covers certain territory. Now if there should be an accretion 
of that territory through a unification of Germany, that would be 
perhaps a question of judgment and of degree. If there was only a 
very slight accretion of territory it might not have to come back here, 
but if it was as large as would involve extension of the treaty obliga- 
tions to East Germany and having in mind the fact that there are 
quite a few difficult problems involving East Germany, namely the 
Polish frontier and matters of that sort, I would think that in the 
spirit of the statement which was made by the President and Secretary 
of State at the time the NATO Treaties were first submitted to the 
Senate, that according to the spirit of that declaration, I would think 
that an extension which would involve those additional commitments 
of a somewhat precarious character perhaps because of the Polish 
boundary disputes and the like, I would think that that should be 
brought ‘be ack to the Senate again. 


THE SAAR AGREEMENTS 


Senator Humpnurey. In reference to the Saar, Mr. Secretary, al- 
though we are not a signatory to the Saar agreement, Germany and 
France consider it an integral part of the German settiement. Is 
there any possibility that continued negotiations on the Saar will 
jeopardize the structure created by these agreements ? 

Secretary Dutxes. I do not consider that likely, no. 

Senator Humpnrey. What is the present status of the Saar agree- 
ments, Mr. Secretary ? 

Secretary Duties. The present status of the Saar agreements is 
that they have been approved by both parliamentary bodies in Ger- 
many and both parliamentary bodies in France. 


BIG FOUR CONFERENCE 


Senator Humpurey. Now assuming, Mr. Secretary, that all of 
these treaties are ratified by the remaining powers and there is prompt 
ratification by the United States, do you have any idea when a Big Four 
meeting might be in line with the policies of this country and our 
allies? 

Secretary Duties. It would be very difficult for me to put a calen- 
dar date on that. There is a general desire on the part of the United 
States, France, United Kingdom, and the Federal Republic of Ger- 
many insofar as it is concer ned to have discussions to find out whether 
in the light of the new situation there can be some substantive progress 
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made on some of these problems, particularly on the problem of uni- 
fication of Germany. The task of preparing for such a conference is 
considerable. We have no indication as yet of a firm character that 
the Soviet Union would respond, although the indications, particularly 
by the statement of Bulganin the other day, seem to be, as he put it, 

that they took a positive view toward President Eisenhower's state- 
war But it normally takes a very appreciable period of time to 
work out the details of such a meeting, work out its agenda to reach 
agreed positions as betwen the allied powers that will be there. There- 
fore, I do not think it is likely it will happen at an early date. When 
I say early, I mean it is not likely to happen in terms of weeks, cer- 
tainly. Almost sure ‘Ly it will be a matter of months. 

Senator Humpnrey. Is it the policy of this Government, Mr. Secre- 
tary, to pursue the objective of a Big Four meeting, once these matters 
of detail which you have referred to are taken care of 2 

Secretary Duties. The answer to that is “yes.” When you say a 
Big Four meeting, I am assuming you are using that phrase in a rather 
loose and general way. You see, if you are dealing with the preblem 
of unification of Germany, it would be almost essential that the Fed- 
eral Republic of Germany should be in on that matter now that Ger- 
many has regained or will have regained its sove reignty. No longe Tr 

‘an the Western Powers treat Germany entirely as a country that they 
can dispose of themselves. Therefore, it is conceivable that at least 
in certain aspects of the matter there might be five powers present, 
and I would not, by answer to your question, want to seem to be com- 
mitted necessarily to the proposition it would be necessarily a four- 
power conference with no other powers present on various aspects of 
the matters having to depend on the agenda. 

Senator Humpnrey. Thank you, Mr. Secretary. 

The Cuairman. Senator Hickenlooper? 


UNIFICATION OF GERMANY 


Senator Hickentoorrr. Mr. Secretary, in reference to the matter 
of East Germany raised by Senator Humphrey, it seems to me in the 
proposed changes made in Paris, that there is recognition of possible 
future unification of Germany tied into this treaty because the pro- 
posed language retains the reference to unification. The original 
Executive Q used the word “unification.” The proposed changes use 
the word “reunification” of Germany, which would seem to be a recog- 
nition that that may come under this particular series of changes 
proposed. 

Secretary Duties. Yes, sir. 

Senator HickrNiLoorer. Would that be a reasonable argument that 
might be advanced ? 

Secretary Duties. I would think so. 


ASSUMPTION OF RESPONSIBILITIES 


Senator Hickenioorer. Now, Mr. Secretary, I wonder if these 
proposed changes in the Paris protocol enlarge the assumption of 
responsibility which the United States already has. I call your atten- 
tion to the fact that twice in article I the proposed changes add the 
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words “and the responsibilities.” Those are not contained in the 
original Executive Q. Are we assuming more responsibility now by 
these changes than existed heretofore ¢ 

Secretary Duties. We are not assuming any more responsibilities. 
The fact that the word “responsibilities” is used was a drafting change. 
Actually the rights are defined. You see, there is no definition here 
of responsibilities. The responsibilities are the same as they were 
before. 

INTERPRETATION OF EXECUTIVE Q, 82D CONGRESS 


Senator HickrNnioorer. When we were considering the NATO 
Treaty, I asked the question of Mr. Acheson who was then Secretary 
of State, whether we would be expected to send any substantial number 
of troops to implement the activities under the NATO Treaty. The 
answer which I received at that time, I think this is substantially 
correct, was that the answer to that question was a clear and emphatic 
no. A very short time after that four divisions of troops were sent 
to Europe to augment our forces. Consent of Congress was not had 
to that augmentation of forces in Europe. Now Executive Q was 
approved by the Senate. The Foreign Relations Committee with 
reference to article I which is now proposed to be changed adopted 
an interpretation of that article. Article I reads, without the proposed 
changes, as follows: 

1. The three powers retain in view of the international situation, the rights 
heretofore exercised or held by them relating to (a) The stationing of Armed 


Forces in Germany and the protection of their security ; 
(b) Berlin and 


Germany as a whole including the unification of Germany and a peace 
settlement 
Now this committee, in recommending the approval of that conven 
tion, adopted the following interpretation and the Senate later 
approved it as you recall. This is the interpretation put on by this 


committee with respect to constitutional procedures in paragraph 1 
of article LI. 


1. The constitutional procedures as referred to in this convention require that 
any military implementation of the provisions other than the retained power 
referred to in paragraph 1 of article II of this convention, including all other 
conventions, agreements or understanding which may become effective as a result 
of ratification of this convention must have the authorization of the Congress. 


ARMED FORCES ABROAD 


Now, in view of that interpretation placed on Executive Q at the 
time of the ratification I refer to two statements. One is your state- 
ment of this morning on page 3, the last pernenene on that page 
beginning in the third line in which you say 


So, at London we agreed that the peacetime contributions by the various 
members of the Brussels’ Pact to the forces under the NATO Supreme Com- 
mander of Europe should within certain agreed limitations be worked out in 


NATO 

The other statement is the quoted statement in the press by the Presi- 
dent, I think of the 11th of this month, in the exchange of letters in 
which he is quoted as saying as follows: 
As before, the President promised the United States would continue to main- 
tain in Europe, including West Germany, armed forces at a level so that this 
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country would contribute its fair share of the forces needed for the Joint defense 
of the North Atlantic area while a threat to that area existed. 

Accepting that as a definite commitment or a definite policy for 
us to maintain forces on land in Europe or in the European or NATO 
area to join in defense, I wonder if that is a divergence from the policy 
which was originally announced when we ratified the NATO Treaty. 
1 refer to the “policy that we would retain the freedom of action in 
connection with any attack on any of the NATO people, that we 
would not necessarily be committed to a land defense in Europe, but 
that our defensive action in connection with any attack would be left 
substantially to our discretion to examine at the time and act as we 
thought was in the best interest of all of us. In other words, are we 
now committed to a definite plan in a definite area of the world 
the event of aggression ? 

Secretary Dues. I think that it is quite clear, sir, that we are not 
committed in any legal or constitutional sense. I was very careful 
in London when I indicated that these continuing assurances might 
be made, to make clear that they would not create any legal or con- 
stitutional commitment regarding armed forces. I said, “It is not 
constitutionally possible for the United States by treaty, by law or 
any other way, to make a legally binding fixed commitment to main- 
tain any predetermined quota of armed forces in any particular part of 
the world for any particular period of time.” 

That statement of mine was made a part of the record as part of 
the Final Act of the London Conference and is the background against 
which all of this must be Judged, and in my opinion, it is quite clear 
that there is no commitment to maintain forces in E urope except as 
they are part of what is then deemed to be a policy which will best serve 
the interests of the United States. Now I believe that the present 
wlicy insofar as one can predict these matters, will serve the best 
interests of the United States. But, if the time should ever come 
about, which I do not anticipate, but if the time should ever come 
about when it would cease to serve the best interests of the United 
States, then certainly we are free to depart from it. 


POSSIBILITY OF INTERPRETATION ON PRESENT AGREEMENTS 


Senator HickenLoorer. Then what, if any, effect will these changes 
in Executive Q, that is, the Paris protocol which we are considering. 
have on the interpretation which the Senate put on Executive Q? 
Do we necd a re-assertion of that interpretation to these changes? 

Secretary Dutzes. I do not believe that we need it, Senator. The 
present situation is somewhat more clearcut than at the time when the 
prior agreements were before the Senate. 

In other words, the situation in Germany was covered at that time 
by an extension of the North Atlantic Treaty area to Germany but 
Germany itself was not a part of the treaty and there was a somewhat 
circuitous process. At the present time Germany is brought into the 
NATO Treaty, the status of Germany will come squarely under the 
North Atlantic Treaty, itself, and under the provisions of that treaty 
would provide that it shall be implemented only in accordance with 
our constitutional process. Therefore, I believe that it is abundantly 
clear that anything which is done with reference to the stationing of 
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force n Gverm ny, their « nlargement, or their subtraction, would have 
to be done in accordance with our constitutional process. 

Senator Hicken.oorer. It is my view that at the time Executive Q 

is agreed to, that there were certain existing powers and authority 
‘ our part and some of the other occupying powers which went to 
the security of our position as an occupying power 1n Germany. It is 
also my view that that interpretation which was placed on Executive 
Q was by way of a safeguard against changing the particular situ- 
ation without the authorization of Congress. 

In other words, we could not change from a position of maintain- 
ing our own perso! al secur ity as an occupy ing power under the t theory 
that we were a conquering power, to one of participation in a joint 
adventure for the defense of Europe, those being two different things. 

Secretary Duties. Yes. 

Senator Hickentoorer. Now, I am just wondering if the camel 
not getting its head under the tent here and whether we are not, step 
by step, by statement and by other things, actually committing our- 
malves £0 a much broader responsibility than the mere retention of 

he power of our own persons al sec urity as an occupying force: if we 

1 fact, becoming an implementing ally on the continent of 
Europe. I do not say that I disagree with it; I am not necessarily 
objecting. I am trying to see what our changing position is in that 
regard. 


are not, 1 


ARMED FORCES ABROAD 


Secretary Duties. The declaration of the President which I have 
alluded to and you have alluded to which was made in the context of 
the statement which I made in London with reference to the constitu- 
tional position — conforms quite closely and deliberately so to the 
Senate Resolution 99 of April 4, 1951, you will recall, which says: 

It is the belief of the Senate that the threat to the security of the United States 
and our North Atlantic Treaty partners makes it necessary for the United States 
to station abroad such units of our Armed Forces as may be necessary and 
appropriate to contribute our fair share of the forces needed for the joint defense 
of the North Atlantic area. 

That is the language almost textually which the President used in 
his statement the other day. 

Senator HickenLoorer. That is the Senate resolution ? 

Secretary Duties. That is Senate Resolution 99 of April 4, 1951, 
at the time when you may recall there was quite a debate as to the 
relative constitutional author ity of the President and the Congress—— 

Senator HickenLoorrr. The resolution also indicates in the opinion 
of the Senate that the authority should be obtained from the Congress. 

Secretary Duties. It approved, as I recall it, sending four more 
divisions and indicated it was the sense of the Congress or the Senate 
that no further divisions should be sent without further consultation 
with the Senate. 

Senator Hicken.oorrer. I do not have it before me, but it runs in 
my mind that it stated that the right to send those four divisions 
should have been approved and they are hereby now approved. Maybe 
I do not have it correctly in mind. 
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Secretarv DuLLes. Section 6 of that resolution reads: 


The Senate hereby approves the present plans of the President and the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff to send four additional divisions of ground forces to Western 
Europe but it is the sense of the Senate that no ground troops in addition to such 
four divisions shall be sent to Western Europe in implemeatation of article 3 
of the North Atlantic Treaty without further congressional approval. 

Senator Hickentoorer. The whole burden of my inquiry here is 
whether or not we are changing by the treaty method the situation so 
that S eaaieiand authorization for enlarged adventures would no 
longer be necessary. 

Secretary Duties. I think the answer to that is a clear “No.” Asa 

iatter of fact, I think it is even clearer under this arrangement 
tbe an pel haps before that it is in all respects now covered by the North 
Atlantic Treaty and there is provision for proceeding to implement 
it only by constitutional methods and by whatever may be the correct 
view as to the distribution of power in this manner as between the 
Senate and the Executive. I do not necessarily subscribe to the views 
that were expressed in this resolution because that is not my business 
to pass on that question, but whatever the position is, the Constitution 
here at home continues wholly unimpaired by reason of the treaties 
now before you. 

Senator Hicken Looper. Mr. Secretary, I want to join with others in 
my great commendation to you for your patience and for your vision 
and for the material step-by-step accomplishments which you have 
made, not only in Europe, but in Asia and in South America in, accom- 
plishing a most encompassing network of defensive programs for the 
free world. I think you have done a remarkable job. and a remarkably 
successfu! job with great patience and great brilliance. 

Secretary Duties. Thank you, sir. 

The Cuatrman. Senator Mansfield ? 


BIG FOUR CON FERENCE 


Senator Mansriexp. Mr. Secretary, I was interested in your response 
to Senator Humphrey’s question about the possibility of a four-power 
conference when you said that if the conference were held, it might well 
be a five-power conference including the Federal Republic of Germany. 
I certainly approve of such a statement and I think if you go back into 
history, you will find precedent for it, especially in the Congress of 
Vienna to which France, a defeated nation, was invited. She made 
e ‘eat contributions and she emerged with great prestige, and I am 
glad to note also that the Austrian Chancellor is at the present time 
naa suggestions that if such a Big Four or Big Five Conference 
is held, it will be once again held in Vienna. 


DURATION OF NATO 


On page 6 of your statement, Mr. Secretary, you state that the Presi- 
dent made a declaration in which he said in effect that the North Atlan- 
tic Treaty is of indefinite duration. It is my understanding that the 
North Atlantic Treaty was of a 20-year duration. Would you explain 
the “indefinite” part of your statement ? 

Secretary Duties. Yes. The treaty was not a treaty ae termi- 
nated at the end of 20 years. It had no termination period. All that 
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happened after 20 years was that there was a right on the part of the 
parties to terminate it. 

Now as you gentlemen know, I believe myself in making these 
treaties of more indefinite duration than has been the case oftentimes 
in the past, and the recent treaties which I have had anything to do 
with, all of these treaties for the Far East, merely have a 1-year termi- 
nation right and otherwise are said to be of indefinite duration. Now 
this North Atlantic Treaty will become such a treaty after 20 years. 
There is no right to terminate it before 20 years. After 20 years it 
will become a treaty of indefinite duration subject to a termination 
possibility if the parties choose to exercise it. 


SITUATION IN FORMOSA 


Senator Mansrievp. A ratification of the London-Paris accords 
signifies to me partnership among the allied nations in its best sense. 
There is no dominating power but there is a grouping together of 
allies seeking to work out solutions which will be in the common good. 
Has there been any such sort of a partnership insofar as the situa- 
tion in the Strait of Formosa are concerned? Have we consulted with 
our allies, for example, about the future disposal of the Quemoys and 
the Matsus? Do we have a parallel partnership set up in the Far East 
as we have in the European area ¢ 

Secretary Durtes. No, we have no partnership in that area of the 
world which at all corresponds to what exists in relation to Western 
Europe. The only arrangement of what you might call a partnership 
character that we have is the one which you took so prominent and 
useful a part in, that is the creation of the Southeast Asia Treaty 
which does bring eight countries into partnership. As regards the 
other areas, our formal partnerships at least are limited by bilateral 
treaties, a bilateral treaty with Korea, a bilateral treaty with Japan, 
a bilateral treaty with the Philippines, a bilateral treaty with the 
Republic of China on Formosa. Because, however, of our close inter- 
oats in other areas and because of the fact it is never possible to make 
absolutely closed compartments of the world, we have, in fact, had a 
very full exchange of views with reference to matters in that part of the 
world with the United Kingdom, with Canada, with Australia, and 
with New Zealand, with the Philippines, but there does not exist there 
the comparable partnership relationship to that which exists in 
Europe. 

Secretary Duties. That a partnership does exist? I would hardly 
rate it as high as a partnership. There is a general acceptance of 
the proposition that we do not take any action which may have serious 
consequence in any part of the world without some exchange of views 
with each other, but perh: ups calling it a partnership, except in a very 
loose sense, would be to give it an exaggerated sense of formality. 

Senator Mansrreip. What I had in mind, Mr. Secretary, was that 
if anything happens in E urope, we are not going to go it alone and 
if anything happens in the Far East, I would like to see a somewhat 
similar situation where we would not go it alone. 

Under the Paris-London accords, Germany becomes a full-fledged 
member of NATO, is that correct ? 

Secretary Dutues. Yes. 
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Senator MansFrevp. Is the administration giving consideration to 
the possibility of Spain becoming a member of NATO once Germany 
is scram into the organization ¢ 

Secretary DuLuEs. That is a matter which we think about. At the 
moment the indications are that Spain would not obtain the unani- 
mous approval which is necessary for admission to the North Atlantic 
Treaty Organization, but that is a situation that we are constantly 
feeling the pulse of, so to speak; while the attitude toward Spain is 
more conciliatory, more friendly than it was a few years ago, I do not 
think it has yet reached a point where there would be unanimous agree- 
ment to bring Spain in. 

Senator Mansrtetp. That would be a possibility in the future ? 

Secretary Duties. Yes, sir. 


SOVEREIGNTY OF GERMANY 


Senator MansrieLp. One more question, on this matter of German 
sovereignty. I was under the impression that once the London-Paris 
accords were ratified, with the restoration of sovereignty to West 
Germany, she could carry on negotiations with any country that she 
wished to an almost any basis she desired to. I had in mind the possi- 
bility of a resumption or the beginning of negotiations between the 
Federal Republic of West Germany and the Soviet Union, with the 
possibility of seeking some sort of an entente by means of which 
reunification could be considered and perhaps brought about. I note 
in reading article I of the Bonn agreement as amended by the Paris 
protocol that it states in section 2, 

The Federal Republic shall have, accordingly, the full authority of a sovereign 
state over its internal and external affairs. 

Now, Mr. Secretary, could you explain how that would in any 
way mitigate against ‘the possibility of negotiation between the Fed- 
eral Re public and the Soviet Union see ‘king to bri ing about a restora- 
tion of East Germany to a full Germany and therel yy achieving reuni- 
fication / 

Secretary Dunes. Because of the provisions of article 2 which 
ensued and to which I have already alluded I think in my reply to 
Senator Humphrey. 

Senator Mansrietp. If I may interrupt there, in section 2 of article 
I, the language in the original Bonn Convention has been scratched 
out and it reads as follows: 

Except as provided in the present convention. 

Now that, of course, I think would lend some substance to the argu- 
ment advanced as to the inhibitions placed in article 2. But with that 
part out of the original Convention and not being included in the Bonn 
agreements as amended by the Paris protocol, it would appear to me 
that this is a pretty firm and definite statement, and I would like to 
know how it could be modified by article 2. 

Secretary Duties. The change of language to which you allude was 
effected to meet the views of the Federal Republic which was that the “Vy 
wanted it understood that the rights which are described in article 2 
are not an exception to the sovereignty of the Federal Republic of 
Germany but constitute an exercise of its sovereignty. Now any nation 
which makes a treaty to some extent impairs its sovereignty. On the 
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other hand, such a treaty constitutes an exercise of sove re ‘ignty, and it 
seeme a more = prop riate In view of the new status of t! ie K ‘eder: al Re- 
publ ec of Germany which is sought to be brought about, to define the 


rights of the Allied Powers with reference to the unification of Ger- 
many not as an exception to their sovereignty but rather as an exercise 
of their sovereignty to article 2. That is the historic background of 
the changes you allude to. 

Senator Mansrrevp. I think I see your point, Mr. Secretary, but I 
daresay this is going to be something which will be settled in the courts 
before a final definition satisfactory to all the parties is reached. 
That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

The Cuairman. Senator Capehart. 

Senator Carprnarr. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and Mr. Secretary. 
I have four simple questions I think will take just a minute. 

No. 1. Will this treaty increase or decrease our responsibility to- 
ward our a of troops?) You may have answered all four of these 
questions, but I believe they are He the people are interested in. 

Peevetary Duties. The answer is “No.” 

nator Carpenarr, The answer is “No”, it will not increase the num- 
be of ene the cost. 

ae: second question: How long will we, under this treaty or all 
treaties, be required to maintain troops in Europe? 

Secretary Duties. As long as it is judged that that will serve the 
best interests of the United States and no longer. 

Senator Carenartr. There is nothing in the treaties requiring us to 
maintain any troops? 

Secretary Duties. No, si 


BIG FOUR CONFERENCE 


enator Carenarr. The third question: If and when we participate 
in a Big Four or a Little Four Conference, or any other conference, 
will we make certain that all proceedings are accurately recorded and 
at the proper t ime be released to the world ? 

Secretary Duties. That is something as to which no one participant 
can give an unqualified answer because the answer can only be given 
by the concurrence of several. 

Senator Carenarr. Well, will we, as a party to these conferences, 
insist that they be so recorded and be given to the world? 

Secretary Dunies. We do always keep a pretty careful record of 
these conferences. Generally it is not what you may call an agreed 
record, because we have found in practice that if you try to get an 
agreed record, that is a more difficult proceeding than to deal with 
the subject matters that are before us, so that as a practical matter, at 
most of these conferences. and I have attended many of them, it is 
understood that each country keeps its own records. 

We do keep a very close and accurate record of what goes on at these 
conferences. and if we have another one, I am quite sure ‘that that prac- 
tice will be continued. 

Senator Carenarr. Now my last question, Mr. Secretary. Isn’t it 
a fact that the situation in Western Europe is the best in 10 years? 

Secretary Duties. Yes. 

Senator Carpenart. Thank you, sir. 

The CHatrmMan. Senator Barkley? 
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DIFFERENCE BETWEEN EDC AND WEL 


Senator Barkiey. Mr. Secretary, it may be academic now, but 
could you in a word give us for the record, the difference between this 
arrangement and the EDC that the French Roneeniliie rejected ¢ 

Secretary Duties. Yes. To go into it all would be very elaborate 
which I cannot do and I do not think you want me to do. 

The essence of it is this: That under the EDC there was in theory 
at least no national armament at all. All national armies were abol- 
ished and there was created a single European army and they were 
supposed to train together, to have a common uniform and in all 
spects be merged into a single European army under a single head, a 
single national direction and guidance. Now that theory actually 
broke down somewhat when they faced up to the problem of how to 
make it operate in the sense that it was recognized it would be neces- 
sary to form the groups at least up to a substantial level in terms of 
national groups. It was not possible just to mix together in the same 
company, for example, Germans, French, Italians, Belgians, because 
of difficulties of language, temperament, habits, eating and everything 
of that sort. So that if the European Defense Community had been 
brought into existence, there would have been a supernatio nal author- 
ity atthetop. But the actual situation at the divisional level and below 
that would have been pretty much the same as it will be under the 
present treaty. Under the present treaty the national armies will 
exist as national armies. They will in fact be closely integrated under 
the authority of SACEUR, that is the Supreme Commander for 
Kurope of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization. I do not think, 
myself, although I am not an authority on military matters, I do not 
think that the practical results in terms of the military establishment 
of E urope will be very different under this arrangement from what it 
would have been under the European Defense Community, although 
the difference in theory is appreciable in that, as I say, under this 
treaty there would still be national armies which will in fact be merged 
together through SACEUR whereas under EDC there would not, in 
theory at least, have been any national armies at all. 

Senator Barkiey. Was the Saar arrangement which was not in- 
cluded in the agreement between France and Western Germany any 
part of, or was it associated with, EDC at that time ’ 

Secretary Duties. There had been no detailed agreement of any 
kind ever arrived at with reference to the Saar, but it was generally 
understood that if the European Defense Community had been 
created, the Saar would have been put under the supranational agen- 
cies that would have been created under the EDC agreement. Now 
it will be put, in essence, under the Brussels Treaty Council, the Coun- 
cil of Western European Union. 

Senator Barkiey. This arrangement has been worked out since the 
rejection of EDC ? 

Secretary DuLLEs. Yes, sit 


TREATY WITH AUSTRIA 


Senator Barktiey. In all of the conversations looking to a Big Four 
Conference during the last few years, not only on the question of the 
unification of Germany but the question of the treaty with Austria, 
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that has been rejected. Do you think that the ratification of this 
treaty and the creation of this new arrangement will militate in favor 
of an early treaty regarding Austria ¢ 

Secretary Dunes. I think it will. The signs superficially at least 
point in that direction. Since the ratification of these Western Euro- 
pean Union treaties seem to be assured, the Soviet Union has taken 
what superficially at least seems to be a more conciliatory attitude to- 

ird an Austrian treaty than had been the case heretofore. 

Senator Barkiey. I see that Chancellor Raab has been invited and 
has accepted the invitation to go to Moscow and talk to the Soviet 
authorities with regard to that treaty and has expressed some sus- 
picion that the Soviet Union may be on the verge of making some 
blandishments to Austria that would bring about an arrangement 
whereby they hope to wean Austria from the West and attach it onto 
the orbit of influence of the Soviets. Do you think there is any 
danger of that ? 

Secretary Dunes. I do not. 

Senator Barkiey. Could that happen? Could they make any sep- 
arate arrangements about Austria without the consent of the other 
occupy ing powers ¢ 

Secretary Duties. No. 

Senator Barkiey. I think that is all. 

The CHarrman. Mr. Secretary, we thank you very much for your 
appearance here. The next meeting of the committee will occur in 
this room at 10 a. m. tomorrow and I hope it will be possible for 
Secretary Anderson to be with us tomorrow afternoon, and perhaps 
some members of the Joint Chiefs. 

Will the committee please remain just for a short executive session ? 

(At 12:25 a. m. the committee recessed until 10 a. m., Wednesday, 
March 30.1955.) 


PROTOCOL ON THE TERMINATION OF THE OCCUPATION 
REGIME IN THE FEDERAL REPUBLIC OF GERMANY 
AND PROTOCOL TO THE NORTH ATLANTIC TREATY ON 
THE ACCESSION OF THE FEDERAL REPUBLIC OF 
GERMANY 


WEDNESDAY, MARCH 30, 1955 


United States Senate, 
Committe é on Fore ign Re lations, 
Washington, D. C. 

The committee met, pursuant to call, at 10 a. m., in room 318, Sen- 
ate Office Building, Senator Walter F. George (chairman), presiding. 
Present: Senators George, Green, Sparkman, Humphrey, Mansfield, 
Barkley, Wiley, Smith of New Jersey, Knowland, and Aiken. 

The Cuamman. The committee will come to order. The first wit- 
ness scheduled this morning is Mr. Dombrowski, publisher, Detroit, 
Mich. 

Will you please come forward. 

(No response. ) 

The Cuatrman. Mr. Stanley Nowak, Detroit, Mich. Just have 
that seat, Mr. Nowak, please. You may proceed. We have requested, 
out of necessity, that the oral statements be brief, and if there are 
additional statements that you wish to have filed for the record, the 
committee will be glad to consider that also. 


STATEMENT OF STANLEY NOWAK, DETROIT, MICH. 


Mr. Nowak. Mr. Chairman, I have a prepared statement. I will 
try to make it as brief as I can. I have already submitted a full copy 
of my statement to the clerk of the committee. 

The Cuarrman. All right, sir. 

Mr. Nowak. Mr. Chairman and members of this committee, during 
World War II, I was a member of the Michigan State Senate, where 
I served altogether 10 years. I was and am a Roosevelt Democrat. 

During my years in the Michigan State Senate, I did everything 
within my power to implement the courageous and farsighted policy 
of FDR to achieve a better deal for the common man to make the 
United States a genuine arsenal of democracy both at home and in 
its prestige and influence abroad. 

And in fact, this policy did produce within the United States an 
unparalleled unity of our people, and won for us allies in all parts of 
the world—including the Soviet Union. 

Ten years ago, our American people were pouring out a tremendous 
sacrifice of lives and treasure, of “blood, sweat and tears,” together 
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with our allies, to smash the German military machine which had 
devastated and enslaved all of Europe and part of Africa, and which 
systematically conducted its conquest by the most barbaric, savage 
and diabolically inhuman methods ever known to mankind. 

Nor was this the first time that German militarism had plunged the 
world into war. Twice within a generation American sons died to 
halt German militarism. Whether it was Kaiser Wilhelm who ruled 
Germany or Adolph Hitler, there was one element common to both 
regimes—the tradition, spirit, and continuation of German mili- 
tarism. 

At the conclusion of World War I, German militarism was crushed. 
But it was allowed to revive itself, and was supported and aided by 
powerful forces outside of Germany. The result was World War IT. 
~ After years of terrible suffering and struggle, German militarism 

is oa) crushed. 

\n now, 10 years later, we are asked to revive German militarism 
once again. Even the same arguments are used—that German mili- 
tarism 1s necessary to maintain peace, to defend the West, to hold back 

hevism this was Hitler’s favorite excuse and so on. 


FALSE ARGUMENTS 


History has unmistakably demonstrated how false these arguments 

e. It was German militarism which broke the peace, which turned 

o t the West, and it was the Soviet Union which became our ally 
n defeating German militarism. 

President Franklin Delano Roosevelt understood this lesson of his- 


tory very well. And therefore, in seeking to win World War II and 
| y 


establish a isting peace, he sought to extirpate this cancer of 
German militarism. 
In his message to Congress on September 17, 1943, President Roose- 
velt declared: 
here is one thing I want to make perfectly clear. When Hitler and the 
‘ , the Prussian military clique must go with them. The war-breed- 
s of militarists must be rooted out of Germany—and out of Japan—if 
we re to have any real assurance of future peace. We shall not be able to 
clai that we have cained total victory in this war if any vestige of fascism 
ts malignant forms is permitted to survive anywhere in the world. 


In another speech, on December 24, 1943, President Roosevelt stated 
that Germany must be 
stripped of her military might and be given no opportunity within the foreseeable 
future to regain that might. 

On October 21, 1944, President Roosevelt again declared that Ger- 
many would be left without “a single element of military power— 
of potential military power.” 

This opinion, which was almost unanimously that of the American 
people and all embattled humanity, was embodied in the Yalta Decla- 


; | ] . 
ratiol these woras: 


It is our inflexible purpose to destroy German militarism and nazism and to 
insure that Germany will hever again be able to disturb the peace of the world. 
We are determined to disarm and disband all German Armed Forces, break up 
for all time the German General Staff that has repeatedly contrived the resur- 
gence of German militarism * * *, 
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These were conclusions based on the terribly hard facts of two 
World Wars: they were the fruit of bitter experience. 
Nothing has happened in the intervening years to change them. 


DULLES STATEMENT ON MILITARISM 


I should like to recall to this committee that back in 1939, when 
President. Roosevelt was attempting to strengthen world democracy 
against fascism, Mr. John Foster Dulles so grossly underestimated 
the danger of German militarism that he stated: 

There is no reason to believe that any totalitarian state would attempt to 
attack the United States. Only hysteria entertains the idea that Germany, 
Italy, or Japan contemplates war upon us. 

This statement was made in a speech before the Economic Club of 
New York, on March 22, 1939, only a little more than a week after 
Hitler had seized Czechoslovakia. 

Referring to Germany, Italy, and Japan—then allied as the Axis 
powers—as “dynamic,” Mr. Dulles excused the revival of German 
militarism under Hitler in these words: 

There crystallized in Germany a determination to achieve by unilateral action 
some redress of those provisions of the peace treaties which rankled as injus- 
tices and surrounded Germany with artificial restraints and inhibitions. 

We know now that the removal of these so-called “artificial re- 
straints and inhibitions” resulted in the death of more than 20 million 
people and a devastation which has not yet been repaired. 

At that time, the character and nature of German militarism was 
already very clear, especially after the rape of Czechoslovakia, but 
it was also clear earlier, in the concentration camps of Germany. 

In my opinion, President Roosevelt judged the situation then more 
clearly than Mr. Dulles, and that the conclusions he drew should 
continue to rule our consideration of all aspects of the German 
situation. 

Today, 10 years after the conclusion of the greatest and most dis- 
astrous war in human history, we are asked to reject the lessons of 
nearly a hundred years of agonizing experience of German militarism 
and to consent to revive it and rearm it once again. 

I believe that to give this consent would be the bitterest mistake ever 
made. 

It is my sincere conviction that the welfare and peace of the United 
States will be best served by rejection by the Senate of the London- 
Paris agreements for the rearming of West Germany and its inclusion 
in NATO. 

There is an alternative to this policy, which avoids the danger of a 
revival of German militarism and which bears a promise of easing 
tensions and of smoothing the road to peace. ) 


FOUR POWER MEETING 


Within recent days, powerful and authoritative voices have spoken 
in favor of Four Power negotiations. President Eisenhower has ex- 
pressed a general agreement with the statement of Senator Walter F. 
George, chairman of this committee, on this subject. Similar hopes 
have been held out to the French people, the English people and the 
Italian people by the leaders of their Governments. Even Chancellor 
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Adenauer, who has steadily opposed such talks, has conceded. It is 
very evident that this step represents the popular feeling of people 
everywhere. 

However, this proposal for Four Power talks is based on the prior 
condition that the London-Paris pacts should be ratified first. 

It appears to me that this condition adds another obstacle to block 
fruitful Four Power negotiations, instead of smoothing the way. 

One major purpose of Four Power discussions would be to negotiate 
an acceptable all-German settlement. Certainly the rearming of West 
Germany and its inelusion in NATO would put those questions out- 
side the realm of negotiation and block reunification of the country. 

In brief, the proposal that Four Power negotiations be held only 
after ratification of the London-Paris pacts is contradictory and 
self-defeating. 

I respectfully urge this committee to postpone action on ratification 
and to call for a Four Power conference as a peaceful alternative to 
the rearming of Western Germany. 

Mr. James P. Warburg, an astute student of this problem for many 
years, in a letter to the New York Times of March 23, 1955, underlined 
the urgent need for negotiations first because of the widespread op- 
position toGerman rearming. He pointed out: 

French ratification, which now seems likely, will leave France more divided 
than ever. Even in Britain it is doubtful whether a popular referendum would 
now support the Government’s policy with respect to Germany. Throughout 
Western Europe German rearmament lacks majority support and, without ma- 
jority support, the consummation of the Western European plan will create not a 
position of strength but a position of weakness. 

It is a strange situation—but only one of the many paradoxes of 
this policy of rearming West Germany—that foriegn parliaments 
should vote on an army which has no popular majority in West Ger 
many itself. 


GERMAN YOUTH OPPOSED TO CONSCRIPTION 


The Associated Press reported on March 23, 1955, from Frankfurt 
that Dr. Eberhardt Barth, chief of the legal department of the West 
German Defense Commission, stated that 80 to 90 percent of the Ger- 
man youth is opposed to conscription. 

it is estimated that there are 3,500,000 West German youths between 
the ages of 19 and 26. Gaston Coblentz, reporting from Bonn in the 
New York Herald Tribune of January 23, 1955, stated that only 12,000 
youths had volunteered for the new Wehrmacht. This solidly con- 
firms Dr. Barth’s statement. 

As Mr. Warburg pointed out in his letter, Chancellor Adenauer 
obtained “a reluctant Bundestag’s consent to rearmament—by riding 
roughshod over the growing opposition.” 

In this opposition there is the German labor movement. The 
Frankfurt resolution of the 6 million strong West German Trade 
Union Federation, passed on October 10, 1954, declared : 

For the internal development of the Federal German Republic, the rearma- 
ment and organization of a German Army as laid down by the London agree- 
ments, would bring danger of creation of a militaristic authoritarian state. This 


would, in turn, defeat the efforts of the German workers’ movements to establish 
political, social, and economic democracy. 


Sakae 
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The largest Christian body in Germany, the German Evangelical 
Church, is split down the middle by the division over rearmament, as 
was reported in the New — ork Times on March 12, 1955. 

However, there are in West Germany many people who eagerly 
desire rearmament sac are willing to pay any price for it. 

And this fact further underlines the great dangers involved in West 
German rearming. For these people are the most reactionary ele- 
ments in West Germany. The democratic forces oppose rearming. 
STEPS TOWARD RENAZIFICATION 


West Ge rmany has been neither democratized nor denazified. The 
process that has gone on has been one of harsh, dictatorial rule by 
Chancellor Adenauer, and a return of former Nazis and their 
ciates to positions of power in government, public life, r 
and in industry. 

decisive step toward renazification was Bonn Law 131. This 
prescribes that in all official positions, discrimination against 
Nazi party members should stop at once. Later this lay 
Lo former members of the S. S. tre Ops. 

Hans Habe, in his book Our Love Affair With Germany, states 
that among West German officeholders “there are today over 45 per- 
cent former Nazis; among the members of Parliament, over 25 percent 
belonged to the NSDAP.” 

A startling confirmation of such charges came from Chancellor 
Adenauer himself. It was charged in October 1952, that 85 percent 
of the Foreign Office under Adenauer was Nazi. Chancellor Ade- 
nauer protested that it was not so, that the figure was “only 66 per- 
cent.” He stated verbatim, as reported in the American 


assO- 
earmament 


former 
was extended 


press, 
October 23, 1952: 
Chey—the Nazis who served under Hitler—understand the principles of poli- 


tics, they can speak foreign languages, they know the 


technique of diplomacy 
and they can get along with foreigners. 


The proposed new Wehrmacht will be in the hands of members of 
Hitler’s former General Staff. It will be officered by Hitler’s former 
officers. 

The German militarism which Hitler headed started with 100,000 
men and without modern instruments of war. 

Today it is proposed to start the rearmament of Western Germany 
with an army of 500,000 and with all of the most modern death-de al- 
ing devices, including atomic weapons. 

[t is argued that inclusion of the Western German Army in NATO 
will place controls over this army. Controls were also placed on the 
100,000 strong German Army after Versailles. But this 
illegally enlarged and armed. 

It is important to note that General Hans Speidel, who has been 
designated as liaison officer between the new West German Wehrmacht 
and NATO, was intimately involved in the illegal 
Germany during the pre-Hitler Weimar Republic. 


ar my was 


rearmament of 


MILITARY AND VETERAN ORGANIZATIONS 


The Versailles Treaty forbade veteran and similar armed organiza- 
tions. However, they c ‘ontinued to function and became the nucleus of 
subsequent fascist formations and of Hitler’s armed forces. 
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This same process has occurred in West Germany. Mr. Habe, in 
his book, Our Love Affair With Germany, declares that the old Nazi 
General Staff has been in control since 1951. He further states: 

We didn’t even bother to change the Allied law according to which military 
and veterans’ organizations were forbidden; we have silently tolerated and 
later actively supported the Hitlerite Scldatenbuende. 

The German Soldiers’ Calendar for 1955, an almanac published 
by Hitlerite veterans organizations, prints the addreses of 749 dif- 
ferent organizations and associations of former Nazi soldiers. 

The Stahlhelm, the leading veterans organization, elected former 

‘ield Marshall Kesselring its president while he was still serving a 
life sentence as a convicted war criminal. 

In connection with these facts, it is interesting to note that General 
Ludwig Gruewell, who is the designated commander in chief of the 
proposed West German Wehrmacht, was prominent in building the 
illegal Black Reichswehr during the Weimar Republic. 

Ratification of the London-Paris pacts for the rearming of West 
Germany and its inclusion in NATO will place tremendous new re- 
sources and power for evil in the hands of those same unregenerate 
elements who plunged the whole world into war, and who are part of a 
tradition of German militarism which has disrupted the peace of the 
world since the Franco-Prussian War. 

It is obvious why these elements favor rearming of West Germany. 
It will serve their ravenous and insatiable appetite for empire. 

They have made unmistakably clear their claims to the former em- 
Pee they car = out of Poland, as well as other territory. 

March 15, the New York Times reported that by action of the 
West German Bundestag a display was hung in the entry to the 
Parliamentary Assembly Hall of the escutcheons of all the former 
German provinces, together with those of the states of the West Ger- 
man Federation. 

Included were the escutcheons of what is once again Polish terri- 
tory, Silesia, Pomerania, and East Prussia. 

Chancellor Adenauer has voiced this insatiable appetite for ex- 
pansion and empire by declaring that he intends to void the boundary 
of Poland on the Oder and Nysa River and to reclaim the lands 
formerly held by Germany. 


GERMAN REUNIFICATION 


In an interview with Robert Kleinman, regional editor of U 
News & World Report, Chancellor Adenauer was asked: “Do you 
envisage joint European action in support of German political objec- 
tives, such as obtaining the return of German lands to the East now 
held by Russia and Poland?” 

Chancellor Adenauer replied : 

This already has been agreed upon. During the negotiations it was agreed 
to include in the contractual agreement a pledge by the United States, Britain, 
and France to work together with the German Federal Republic to achieve the 
reunification of Germany by peaceful means. 

Fortunately, the contractual agreement was never put into life— 
but the West German political objective of rebuilding its empire 
remains. 
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This is why Chancellor Adenauer demands rearmament. This is 
also why the majority of the West German people are opposed to it, 
for they know this policy leads to war, a war in which they will be 
the victims and which they do not want. 

Turning to the United States, it would be extreme political short- 
sightedness to lose sight of the fact that large sections of the American 
people are deeply concerned and opposed ¢ O rearming West (ver- 
many—and for the same reason. 


POLISH-AMERICAN COMMUNITY OPPOSED TO PACTS 


The Polish-American community, for example, although it is 
divided on many issues, is fundamentally in agreement in opposing 
this step. 

Polish-Americans fought in the American Army in the war against 
Hitlerism, and they are opposed to losing the fruits of their sacrifices 
by the revival of a new Wehrmacht. Their fathers had been forced 
to flee the ravages of German militarism in conquered Poland or be- 
fore the rising storm of World War I. 

I, myself as a child of 10 was brought to America by my family in 
fear of World War I which German militarism soon launched. All 
Polish-Americans are familiar with the savage barbarism with which 
German militarism under Hitler tried to exterminate all the Polish 
people and it did murder 6 million in murder factories—and to lay 
waste to all Poland. 

Whatever differences Polish-Americans have on other issues, they 
unanimously greeted the historical justice of returning to Poland her 
ancient lands on the Odra-Nysa River, which had been enslaved by 
German militarism since the partitions. 

An example at point is the statement of seven Polish-American Rep- 
resentatives in the Congress who served in the 83d Congress and who 
today serve in the 84th. It is typical of the unanimous feeling of 
the Polish-American community. They said, “We deplore any sug- 
gestion of a change of the western boundaries of Pol: aa and declare 
that such changes would not only be a cruel injustice to the Polish 
nation, but would endanger, rather than promote, peace and stability 
in Europe.” 

The rearming of W est Germany would be such “a cruel injustice 
to the Polish nation” and “would endanger, rather than promote, 
peace and stability in Europe.” 

In my opinion, it would also endanger the peace and stability of 
the United States. 

Again, I respectfully urge this committee to reject or postpone ac- 
tion on ratification of the London-Paris Pacts and to call for a four- 
power conference as a peaceful alternative to the rearming of Western 
Germany. 

Thank you very much. 

The CuatrmMan. Thank you very much, sir, for your appearance. 

Any questions ? 

Senator GREEN. I would like to ask a question. 

The CuatrmMan. Senator Green ? 


60725—55——-4 











46 PROTOCOLS ON THE FEDERAL REPUBLIC OF GERMANY 
QUOTING ROOSEVELT 


Senator Green. I understand your argument is that there is an 
antimilitary spirit in Germany today ? 

Mr. Nowak. Yes, sir. 

Senator Green. Then do you think the condition has changed from 
the time when President Roosevelt made the statements which you 
quoted ¢ 

Mr. Nowak. As far as the German people are concerned, the Ger- 
man workers, the farmers, the tradition has changed considerably. 
But as far as the professional military people, the officers, that tradi- 
— _ not changed. Their thinking is exactly the same. 

S ator Green. What you mean is the form of government has 
ch: anged and the opinion of the great mass of the people has changed. 
Don’t you think President Roosevelt’s remarks were made under dif- 
ferent circumstances with different conditions in Germany ? 

Mr. Nowak. Yet we find this strange thing. The majority of the 
people in Western Germany are against this Paris-London Pact 
but the Parliament accepted it. 

Senator Green. That is not my question. My question is, do you 
think it is fair to quote what Roosevelt has said when Germany has 
a different form of Government and—— 

Mr. Nowak. No, I think it is correct to quote Roosevelt because the 
condition basically has not changed. The element that is ruling 
Western Germany today is basically the same. The element that is 
going to manage and officer the new army basically is going to be 
the same. 

Senator Green. One more question. If we assume that all you say 
is true for the sake of argument, aren’t we faced then with a choice 
of evils? Which is the greater danger for us, to face Russia un- 
prepared, with insufficient force, or to face it with the added force 
of Germany ¢ 

Mr. Nowak. Senator, in reply to your question, may I remind you 
that back in 1938-39, that was the basic argument that was raised 
in Germany, and outside of Germany, that we have to support Hitler 
and Naziism in order to save Western Europe from the invasion of 
the Russians, the Bolsheviks. And what did history prove? That 
it was not the Bolsheviks who invaded Western Europe and America 
but that it was Hitler who invaded them. This is history, recent 
history. And I think that in that incident we have an answer to your 
question. May I just remind you that the United States was never 
at war with Russia. Yet we were at war with Germany twice within 
one generation. ‘ 

Senator Green. Mr. Chairman, I do not think that is an answer to 


my question but I will desist as I do not wish to take the time of 
the committee. 


The Cuarman, Any questions? 


RUSSIAN MILITARISM 


Senator Witey. One question. Do I understand now with the 
Kremlin in possession of Poland, the Baltic States, Czechoslavia, 


Rumania, Bulgaria, and so forth, your idea is that the Kremlin is 
no threat to Western Europe ? 


‘ 
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Mr. Nowak. My argument is that the differences that exist at the 
present time should be | by every effort settled peaceably, and my argu- 
ment at this point is that we should push all we can toward a meeting 
of the heads of these four big nations. 

Senator Witry. I know, but my question could be answered “ Yes” or 
“No.” Itis avery simple question. 

Mr. Nowak. Yes. 

Senator Winey. Is it a threat to Western Europe? 

Mr. Nowak. As a military threat—we were told since probably 
1946, and yet no country in Western Europe was invaded. 

Senator Wirry. They have taken over Poland, a great part of it; 
the Baltic States have been invaded and taken over and Rumania, 
Bulgaria. Now the question is: Is it a threat to Western Europe?! 
You should be able to answer that “ Yes” or “No.” 

Mr. Nowak. I do not see it as such. 

Senator Witey. Well, that is the answer. That is all, Mr. Chair- 
man. 

Mr. Nowak. If I may be permitted to comment, that Poland and 
other countries were liberated from the Nazis by the Russian Army. 
That is how the Russian Army happened to be there. If it was not 
for that situation, the Russian Army very likely would have never 
been there. 

a CuHaiRMAN. Any further eee 

nator KNowLanp. I have just 1 or 2, Mr. Chairman. They will 
a very short. 

You mentioned the problem of militarism under the Nazis.. What 
is your view of Soviet militarism, or is that something entirely dif- 
ferent : hich does not concern you ¢ 

Mr. Nowak. No: militarism to me is militarism, whether it is in 
the Soviet Union or whether it is in Germany. What I am arguing 
for is that efforts should be made to reduce militarism everywhere. 
Militarism to me is militarism. 

Senator KNow.anp. Well, until the Soviet aggression has been 
oe or they have agreed to satisfactorily inspect systems, do you 
believe the Western World should remain weak in the face of Com- 
munist threats of aggression ? 

Mr. Nowax. Senator, if we pursue a policy of constant arming, they 
will arm also as they are doing now, and the result is that we have 
an arms race. We are arming ‘and they are arming, and what is the 
result of it? We are getting ready for war. I think the policy is to 
get down and see if we can work out how we can check arming on 
both sides and how we can reduce militarism. I am not in favor of 
Soviet Union militarism any more than I am in favor of German 
militarism or any militarism. 

Senator KNow.anp. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

The Cuarrman. No further questions. 
appearance, 

Dr. Marsalka? Doctor, we are working under a limitation of time. 
We hope very much that 5 you can confine your oral statement to 10 
minutes and that, if you have additional remarks, you will furnish 
them to the clerk. : 


Will you please give us some statement about your own background? 


We thank you for your 
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STATEMENT OF DR. J. M. MARSALKA, EDITOR, NOVA DOBA-NEW 
ERA, CHICAGO, ILL. 


Dr. MarsaLtKa. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I will need less than 
half that time. 

Mr. Chairman, I am at present an editor of a language paper in 
Chicago, the Nova-Doba-New Era. It is a news weekly. IT am a 
former professor of internation relations, that is especially Russian 
studies at Yale University and the University of Pittsburgh and | 
spent 514 years asa member of the American E mbassy staff at Moscow 
under Ambassadors Bullitt and Davies. 

Mr. Chairman, this will necessarily be a minority voice, raising 
certain questions which we, the little people, especially of Slavic origin 
here in the United States, have on our minds and which we hope your 
conscience will guide you to answer in the same honest manner that the 
questions are presented. 

Mr. Dulles, the Secretary of State, also the author of the well-known 
book War, Peace, and Change, the 1939 collaborationist book, vester- 
day presented the burden for the adoption by the United States Senate 
of the several Paris pacts. He presented five theses for the pacts. Let 
us look at these theses. | refer to the releases of the Secretary yester- 
day. 

On page 1 my first question refers to paragraph 2 of the thesis: 

The twe world wars of this century made it evident that western civilization 
cannot survive if the nations of Western Europe continue to fight each other. 


CAN WESTERN CIVILIZATION SURVIVE 


My first question is: Can western civilization, including we of the 
United States, survive if the pattern of the pitting of the Western 
European nations continues against the eastern bloc ? 

Will any civilization remain after such a culmination of a military 
race é 

Can West Europe or western civilization take the responsibility for 
increasing this arms race which the Paris-Bonn pacts really do? 

A spontaneous combustion, as our military leaders have stated, as 
our retired civilian leaders have stated, is something that we face. 
In past history an arms race has always resulted in an out-and-out 
war. Further, as the Alsop brothers point out in the article in the 
Saturday Evening Post of March 26, the Soviet Union has learned to 
match the best that the United States has been able to produce with 
their Soviet equal. The saan States Strategic Air Command, as 
the Alsops point out, has been matched by the Soviet Union or 
Aviatsya Dalnevo Deystveya. So we have the United States SAC 
matched by the Soviet Union and our best bombers are matched by 
the Soviets TU-39 bombers. 

Will the 12 German divisions, or the half million men which we are 
told the pact provides, increase or decrease the power equality between 
the two blocs? We have already read that General Rokossovsky’ s 
new contemplated forces are ready to put gun for gun, man for man, 
H-bomb for H-bomb in the attaining of equality and the type of se- 
curity which the Soviets consider necessary to their own survival. 
Obviously, then, we are only increasing the arms race as we see it today. 
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And the result is only one that is no advantage to either side by the 
adoption of the Paris pacts. 


LASTING UNITY OF WESTERN NATIONS 


On the further point that Mr. Dulles made in his thesis No. 2, that 
the lasting unity of the seven western nations will be attained, 1 have 
these questions to ask: 

The demonstrations in Western Germany, Italy, France, Belgium, 

and so on these d: ays, don’t they show that the people do not want the 
solutions that have been worked on in the past years? Don’t these 
demonstrations show that the Europeans do not want militarism. 
Doesn't it show that the Europe an people have had enough of the 
militarist efforts at security and want a civilized ap proach around 
a roundtable? Such an approac h seems to me to be in our interests. 
We. the world proponents of self-determinations of peoples, cannot 
ind must not stop the trend of the European peoples. We must help, 

n other words, ina peaceful way, to solve problems and the tensions in 
Kurope and the rest of the world. 

On thesis 3 of Mr. ness on page 2, that militarism in Germany 
vill tolerate the controls of its allies, fellow members in the NATO 
bloe say, for at least 2 or 3 years. 

What after that? 

As we heard yesterday, Secretary Dulles and prior to that General 
Gruenther, stated that in 3 or 4 years the German Army will be at 
anew high level. This may mean 24, it may mean 36, it may mean 60 
divisions. Once the German milit: ary starts increasing, as they did 
after the Versailles Treaty, when they were only permitted 100.000 
men in uniform, there is no limit, and we have seen that German 

ilitarism is ¢ apab le of going its own W ay. 

And the 4 United States divisions and the 2 British divisions, and 
so on, are certainly not in a position to stop the rearmament of 
Germ any, once it re “ally takes the bit in its ow) n teeth. 

German conce pta and German national aspirations are well known. 
lhey have already brought about two world wars in my generation. 


FORWARD STRATEGY 


On the fourth thesis of Mr. Dulles, on page 2, that Germany and 
NATO will be prepared for this forward strategy for 1959, what will 
this strategy be? 

What do we mean by “forward strategy in 1959”? Will 1959 be 
the target date for that shotgun wedding of Western Germany and 
Kastern Germany? What if this shotgun wedding fails 

Will the United States be prepared to go into Kurope and help 
force a reunification of Germany? Will this mean a world civil war 
in Europe again ? 

Will it mean that for the third time the United States will be in- 
volved in a war of the German militarists ? 


CONTROLS OVER GERMAN MILITARISM 


On the last thesis, thesis 5, on page 2, we have the statement of Mr. 
Adenauer himself to the effect that controls over German militarism 
cannot be assured. Mr. Adenauer today is in a political box. The 
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strongest. political party, the German Social Democrats, have today 
taken the matter into the courts, that is, the matter of the Saar ques- 
tion. What if the courts throw out the Saar agreement? Does this 
mean that the whole plan, the Paris plan, will be thrown out as the 
EDC plan was thrown out previously / st 

Are these military plans that Adenauer has worked out with Mr. 
Dulles, Mr. Schumann, Mr. Churchill, plans that the German people 
will support? Obviously not, and the strongest German party, the 
German Social Democratic Party is united in its opposition to the 
Paris pacts and is working for the overthrow of Mr. Adenauer’s 
government. 

Mr. Adenauer, as he stated, depends upon the United States and 
that seems to be his main trump card. It will not satisfy the German 
people. They are afraid that they will be led again into a situation 
in which they will be the pawns of German militarism and their 
demonstrations today, these days in the streets of Germany indicate 
that fear. The Western European Union, like the prior EDC, is an 
artificial creation that will only live if Germany becomes the director 
of this NATO or Western European Union. 

There was a previous German plan in Europe. During occupied 
Europe there was the Spear plan. Under it all of Europe was united 
but this was not a unity chosen by the Europeans. It was one of eco 
nomic slavery under Hitler. The new Western Union, if led again 
by the German militarists who today already dominate with their 
production of steel, will again follow in the path of the Spear plan. 
The new Western Union, even if it is sugar-coated with the blessings 
of the latter day Metternichs, the Schumanns, the Dulleses, the Aden- 
auers, the Scelbas, will still be economic colonialism for the European 
people. They will oppose it. 

The peoples of France, of Germany, of Italy, of Belgium and the 
rest of the NATO bloc already demonstrated their opposition. Only 
an all-European collective security, not Western European only, can 
bring real security, economic and political to all of Europe. 


ALTERNATIVE OF FREE NEGOTIATION 


Finally there is an alternative. There is an alternative even at this 
late hour to the militaristic alternative that has been developing over 
the months and the years from Fulton, Mo., to present-day negotia- 
tions in Paris. 

Yes the alternative as we have heard it before is in the free and 
equal negotiations that commenced at Yalta, at Teheran, and that 
culminated in the Potsdam agreements. 

These agreements all recognize that German militarism must be 
assured, that Germany must be disarmed. There is an alternative in 
the Eden-Molotovy agreements in the last Berlin meeting for free 
elections in 1955 in all of Germany. 

An election of an all-German government, a government that will 
unify peacefully all of Germany and not turn to military methods, 
a new German government that will follow in the pattern, the histori- 
cal pattern, of the Swiss Government rather than that of the German 
militarism of the past. 

_Yes, Senators, as your colleague, Senator Flanders, stated on pre- 
vious occasions as reported in the New York Times, the more one 
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thinks about it, the more dubious becomes the massive rearmament 
aan to German reunification except at the price of initiating or 
at least engaging in World War IIT. 

We Americans of Slavic origin fear such a trend and such a develop- 
ment. We do not wish to see bloods hed here or bloodshed there. We 
believe that there is a working, a civilized alternative to the militarist 
one contained in the Paris pacts. We do not wish to see these mili- 
tarist efforts continued. As your colleague Senator Fulbright stated 
yesterday, it is necessary to replace the militarist approach with a 
real peaceful desire for coexistence. This must guide us in our rela- 
tions no matter what our political animosity is toward the governments 
of the eastern countries. It is outdated in this atomic period to think 
of a militarist approach to the solution of world tensions and world 
problems. That has failed in the past. World Wars I and II have 
been the result of that form of approach. The alternative of a lasting 
peace can be gained through a continuation of peaceful round-table 
meetings with all nations represented. 

The Carman, Sir, your time is up. 

Dr. MarsaLKa. I am on the last paragraph. We Americans of 
Slavie origin will struggle to bring about such a peaceful world. 
Peace cannot be had for Western civilization alone at the expense of 
the world. Peace is indivisible. This Paris pact we state should 
be rejected by the United States. 

ee, add a four- page fact sheet presented by my committee, the Chicago 

av Cultural C ommittee, in sup port of our op position to i ratifiea- 
tion of the several Paris pacts by the United States Senate. 

Thank you, gentlemen. 

The CuarrMan. Are there any questions! If not, Doctor, we thank 
you for your appearance. We are glad to consider your views. 

Mr. Dombrowski, will you take a seat? We are necessarily oper- 
ating under a time limit tod: ay. It does not mean you cannot file any 
statement you wish to with the clerk of the committee for our con 
sideration. But we would ask you to make your personal observations, 
oral observations, as brief as possible, trying to confine it within the 
limit of about 10 minutes. 


STATEMENT OF THOMAS X. DOMBROWSKI, PUBLISHER, GLOS 
LUDOWY, DETROIT, MICH. 


Mr. Domprowskt. My name is Thomas X. Dombrowski, publisher 
and editor of the Glos Ludowy. I come here not only to speak in the 
name of my publication and reflect the opinions of the vast majority 
of those who read it, but I think I am able to honestly say that I also 
will reflect the opinions of the overwhelming majority of all Ameri- 
cans of Polish descent here in this country. 

[ think that, if there is one thing on which they are united, it is the 
opposition to giving arms to the same barbarians who are responsible 
for 2 invasions of their country, for 2 wars in which the United States 
has paid a bitter price. 

With the exception of a handful of Americans of Polish descent 
who have for years played the game of the Nazis and supported them 
directly or indirectly even during the war, all others, regardless of 
their political affiliations, or religious beliefs, are united I am cer- 
tain on this particular issue. 
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[ would like to add that the publication of the Yalta papers has 
not atfected this negatively, this opposition to rearming of the neo- 
Nazis. On the contrary, it has strengthened this opposition because 
it has reminded Polish-Americans as well as all Americans of the 
ledges made at Yalta which, significantly enough, are now being 
\ iolated. 

The pledge, if I may recall it, is to disarm and disband all German 
forces, break up for all time the German general staff, remove or de- 
stroy all German military equipment, eliminate or control all Ger- 
man i idustry that can be used for military production, bring all war 
criminals to just and swift punishment, and exact repar: —— in kind 
of the destruction wrought by the Germans, wipe out the Nazi Party, 
Nazi laws, organizations, and institutions. 

This I guess recalls to all of us the frightfulness of World War IT, 
a war that cost us over $330 billion, a world war that cost us over a 
million casualties, and yet today we are meeting to discuss the question 
of rearmll Oo these same barbarian forces which are responsible not 
only for eon War II but for the previous war. I, personally and 


I am sure I reflect the opinion of many other Polish-Americans—am 
shocked a this immoral action of proposing to rearm West Germany 
iain. Ten years isa very brief span. In 10 years much can be for- 


given, as it has been forgiven, but not all of it will be forgotten. The 
peoples of Europe will never forget in 100 years what the Nazis have 
done. So, it seems incredible to me that we can calmly sit here and 
lisecuss the whole question of rearming this same bunch of Nazi cut- 
in the face = what they had been doing less than 10 years ago. 
It seems incredible that we can even consider the possibility of rearm- 
ng these same forees under the command of the same general staff 
responsible for the death of so many millions of Europeans and so 
iany hundreds of thousands of Americans. Obviously some of us 
ere have had an opportunity to see the destruction wrought by the 
Hitlerites. I know, for example, that Senator George was in Europe 
when the war was ending and visited and saw the handiwork of the 
Nazis, to whom we are preparing today to give arms and in a report 
that he prepared he stated: 
The policies herein described constituted a calculated and diabolical program 
inned torture and extermination on the part of those who were in control 
German Government 

(nd, may I submit, the vast majority who constitute the German 
Government today are responsible for that which you condemned 
10 years ago. I had the opportunity of seeing Poland after the 
war. I had studied in Poland prior to the war; had a chance to 
make the comparisons; had a chance to see ‘welent Hitler had 
a to Warsaw, to the small villages; traveled from one end to the 
other of the country from which my parents had sprung, a country 

th which T became acquainted when I studied there in 1935, and I, 
for the life of me, cannot for 1 moment even conceive of the possi- 
bility that we can forgive these Nazis and, not only that, return arms 
to them. 

It seems also very peculiar to me that the people whom we intend 
to support and defend before the possible aggression of the Soviets, 
as we hear so very, very often, are the ones who have resisted most 
seriously the Paris agreements. 
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FEAR GERMAN AGGRESSION 


It was almost 3 years when this whole project _— with the 
European De ferise Community was being considered, and we saw the 
tremendous opposition of the peoples that we cl: cas were to be vic- 
tims of aggression. Yet these people fear aggression but they - not 
fear aggression from the Soviet Union, as their opposition to EDC 
and the Paris agreements have indicated. They fear aggression from 
the Germans, a rearmed West Germany prepared to attack France as 
well as Poland, Czechoslovakia, and other countries. I think that if 
time permitted and time does not permit, we would be able to examine 
and indicate that the forces which we are going to support are the very 
forces responsible for the last war. That is why it seems incredible 
for me, too, when I picked up the Washington Post when I arrived 
here today, to read a headline “Arms Curb ‘Ke yed to Pact,” based on 
what I gathered was Secret: iry of State Dulles’ statement here yes 
terday 

ARMS CURB KEYED TO PAC! 


We are discussing the creation of any army initially of a half 
million former Nazis and those that will be recruited into it, ‘oa the 
headline tries to sell us a bill of goods, “Arms Curb Keyed to Pacts.” 

We are discussing additional arming and we are labeling it “curb- 
ing.” It is like the ad and just as immorally incorrect, “Not a Cough 
in a Carload,” when every single person in the world who smokes a 
cigarette realizes there are plenty of coughs in a carload. 


SOLUTION IN PEACEFUL NEGOTIATION 


I think the solution to this problem is not one of arming the Nazis. 
It is not one of creating armed camps, but as so eloquently presented 
just before me by Professor Marsalka, it is one of getting together, 
sitting around a table and discussing these things. 

If it were possible for us to work in times of crisis with the Soviet 
Union, it seems incredible that in time of peace we cannot work with 
them. Our President at one time also had a different approach to 
this problem, and it is difficult for me to reconcile his epprotch today 
to that which he took when he was there and saw the brutalities and 
barbarism committed by the Nazis. I want to refresh the minds of 
the committee here. [I am sure they are all familiar with it. But 
when President Eisenhower was geenral in command of the Armed 
forces of the United States in Europe he said: 

Militarism with Nazism must be destroyed. Physical demilitarization of Ger- 
many is being accomplished effectively but it alone cannot insure that Germany 
will be in the future not again the force to force the world into war. Militaristic 
ideas must be erased from the German mind. For all civilized nations on this 
earth aggression is immoral. The Germans, however, have to be educated to 
the self-evident truth. 

Our process of education is to give them arms, have them drilled 
and schooled by the same general staff that was responsible for World 
War IT. 

We, in effect, are preparing the ground for World War III. That 
is why I, as an American citizen, cannot sit s ilently by as such an 
action is being prepared. 
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NEED FOR BIG FOUR CONFERENCE 


Despite the confusing statements of the last few days on the needs 
for a Big Four conference the fact that the Honorable Senator Know- 
land has taken one position, the chairman of the committee another, 
President Eisenhower has attempted to reconcile both, and Dulles 
yesterday has attempted to present his own particular version of what 
the Big Four talks should be, I think that that is the only possibility. 
[ think that the only possible way of avoiding another armed conflict 
is not through promoting armed conflict as is suggested by some 
members of this committee, but in promoting international discus- 
sions to avoid these armed conflicts. 

And one more word as an American of Polish descent who has a 
considerable amount of affection and love for the country from which 
his parents have sprung. I want to quote to you or, rather, [ am 
just going to say to you that Adenauer and the present Government 
has made the fact crystal clear tliat once rearmed it intends to take 
back all of the territories that it has claimed as its own prior to 
World War II. 

This, of course, means an additional partitioning of Poland. And 
it seems to me to be in order to call attention of those who have always 
been proclaiming they are friends of Poland on this committee and on 
the Senate floor as well as in the House of Representatives that they 
indicate their friendship in some solid way indicate it by declaring 
that the territories that were returned to Poland were legitimately 
Poland’s but these territories on the Oder and Nysa Rivers are the 
territories on the borders of Poland, the borders which are recognized 
by the East German Government and which we hope will be recog- 
nized by a unified Germany the unification of which will be attained 
not by war, but by peaceful consultation and discussion. I think, 
too, that as a Polish-American who is fully cognizant of the terrific 
cost it would mean to the United States as well as to Poland, I would 
like to remind you that the Polish people lost 6 million of their citi- 
zens in World War LI and now with the consideration of giving arms, 
atomic and hydrogen weapons to the armies headed by Hitler’s gen- 
eral staff, that this figure of 6 million may be transformed into 1 of 
the entire population of 25 million. 

Therefore, I plead with this committee to give this the fullest 
consideration, and I also want to conclude on the note that it seems 
incredible to me that such a vital issue as this one is being rushed 
through the Senate in a few days without the kind of discussion, with- 
out the adequate expression of opinion of the American people, with- 
out even the chance that Senator McCarthy was given for headlines. 
{t seems to me that we, in the United States, were we all apprised of 
the significance of this move to ratify the Paris agreements, were the 
organizations of the peoples of America given a hint of the conse- 
quences of such a drastic action, we would have this committee meet- 
ing hall filled with many, many voices raised in sharp opposition to 
this shocking consideration of the remilitarization of West Germany. 
| would just like to request an opportunity to have typed perhaps this 
afternoon or tomorrow morning before I leave Washington in addi- 
tion to the comments I have made here, a statement for the record. 

(Statement not received in time to be printed in record.) 
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The CHarmMan. You may do so. We thank you for your appear- 
a Tree here. 
TERRITORIAL BOUNDARIES OF POLAND 


Senator KNowLanp. I have just 1 or 2 questions. As a spokes- 
man, as you say, for at least one group of the Poles, are you satisfied 
with the territorial boundaries of Poland on the other side, that: is, 
wdjoming Russia and the territory which was given to the Soviet 
Union at the expense of Poland? 

Mr. Domprowski. Well, I am perfectly satisfied and I share with 
the Polish people—that territory was never Polish and anyone who 
ever had the opportunity of traveling through that territory in the 
years when it was part of Poland recognizes that immediate ly. And 
even the statistical handbook published by the Polish Government 
prior to 1939 indicated that the overwhelming bulk of the people there 
were non-Poles. So I can only agree with the opinion of the Polish 
people who are very satisfied with the arrangement that was made. 


SOVIET INVASION OF POLAND 


Senator KNow.anp. I have heard no criticism on your part today 
about the Soviet Union violating its agreement with Poland, the 
Treaty of Friendship and Alliance, which it did when it attacked 
Poland from the rear while the Nazis were attacking them from the 
front. Do you condone the invasion of Poland by the Soviet forces ? 

Mr. Domprowskt. Well, as a matter of fact, I think that it was a 
step which was unavoidable and a step which saved the extending of 
the war into additional periods of many months or many years at a 
cost of the lives of hundreds of thousands of Americans. It was a 
move that was made out of sheer necessity to defend the peoples that 
are now incorporated within the vee Union. It was a move that 
was made which helped halt the Nazi armies before Moscow and 
Leningrad, which, of course, was of tremendous significance in the 
final outcome of the war and the crushing of the Nazis. 

Senator KNow.anpb. In other words, an agreement with the Soviet 
Union is only to be considered a scrap of paper if the interests of the 
Soviet Union are better served by violating it? 

Mr. Domprowsk1. No. Unfortunately, “T think it is not true, your 
phrasing of the statement is one that may entrap one. The fact re- 
mains that the Soviet Union entered after the so-called Polish Govern- 
ment had already packed up its bags, was busily running across into 
Rumania, leaving a defenseless people without any support, left open 
to the brutalities of the Nazis. And the Soviets made the entry in 
an effort, which of course the Polish people are thankful for today, 
because, as I indicated before—— 

Senator Know.anp. That is they were thankful for the Soviet 
occupation of Poland and the liquidations which have taken place 
since then ? 

Mr. Domerowsxt. Well, I have heard a great deal of Soviet occupa- 
tion, but I would just very briefly, if e may, indicate that in my 
travels in Poland in 1948 when the talk about Soviet occupation was 
at its height, I saw fewer Soviet officers in the streets of any city, 
starting with W arsaw, than I saw in Washington when I used to 
come to Washington here during the wartime period. So that in the 
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talk of liquidation, we have heard so much about liquidation, and yet 


so little proof has been advanced for it 
KATYN MASSACRE 


Katyn was advanced as an example of the atrocities that the Soviets 
committed when everybody in the world knows that Katyn was not, 
despite the stress of a congressional committee which based many of 
its conclusions upon the evidence of witnesses who were Nazis them- 

selves, so that I am not impressed by any argument about liquidation 
in Poland because such things did not happe n. 

Senator KNnownanp. You are an able exponent of the Soviet view- 
point on that. 

Mr. Domerowsk1. I hope I am an able exponent of the American 
viewpoint, sir. 

Senator Barkiey. I would like to ask you this question. Are you 


familiar with the fact that the Russian Army, the Soviet Army, 
concentrated on the opposite side of the Vistula near Warsaw and 
sent word to the underground in Warsaw to come out and fight the 


Germans and they would come to their rescue and their assistance ? 
They did come out with whatever weapons they had, and not a single 
= issian soldier fee “dl the br idge of the V istula and they stood the re 

d watched the Germans slay them and burn their houses, destroy 
is 30.000 of them were buried. Are you familiar with that ‘ 

Mr. Domerowski. Yes, lam very familiar with it because the Polish 
press as a whole in the United States has devoted a great deal of 
attention to that. And I am also familiar with some of the facts 
that are associated with the Warsaw uprising. 

Senator Barkiey. Do you condone that form of deception and bru- 
tality ¢ 

Mr. Domprowsk!. Well, I take exception to your calling it a form 
. deception because in the first place there was no call for the people 

' Warsaw to rise up at that particular moment except the general 
call which was true during the entire war of resistance to Nazi occu- 
pation on the part of all occupied nations. 

But I would re commend to the honorable Senator that he become 
familiarized with the statements of General Borm Kumcrofsky, the 
man who was in charge of this uprising, statements made in his last 
tour but not in previous tours of this country, in which he, himself 
admitte d that the only reason the Warsaw uprising was initiated was 

. political reason. The ‘vy wanted to confront the entry of the Soviet 
troops with a Polish Government that would be controlled by them- 
selves. These are his words, the man who led the entire uprising 
and I would indicate, too, that from a military point of view, and 
come of you Senators may very well be acquainted with it, the Soviet 
Union had just gotten through with a terrifically long offensive cov- 

ering hundreds of kilometers, and those who are of course most criti- 

eal about the Soviets not having adequate logistics and transporta- 
tion should be particularly impressed by the tremendous accomplish- 
ment that they made suc ha huge offensive which, incident: ally, saved 
the American boys at the Battle of Bastogne, which also helped 
shorten the war. And I would like to add for the information of the 
Senators here that the Soviet troops did not enter Warsaw until Janu- 
ary 12, after the uprising had been destroyed, when it would have 
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neeh ¢ xpedient for them to have done so months afterws ird, simply 
hecause of the proble m of milit: iry consi ler: ation of the situ: ition, So 
that we can be extreme ly critical, but I have failed vet to hear a 
Senator be critical of France and England that pledged to Poland 
ill kinds of support if Poland would only resist the Nazis and then 
sat back c: almly all through 1940 with the’ ] -olish people be ing massa- 
ed by the Nazis. These voices you hear not today—lI think it is 
time that when we look at the thing, we look at it objectively and ve 
sn the warped point of view of many individuals who resent the fact 
that they no longer rule in Poland, they misruled, which brought 
about the catastrophe in Poland in 1939. 

Senator Barkuey. I may say | was in Poland in 1947, in Warsaw, 
and talked with many Polish people i including members of the Gover n- 
ment and those who were not in favor of the Government and one of 
whom had to flee for his life and now resides in the United States 
who at one time had been the Prime Minister of Poland, and was in 
exile during the war. 

Mr. Domprowskt. Mr. Mikolayezyk. 

Senator Barkuey. And the situation described by me was told by 
people who were there in wartime. 

Mr. Domprowski. Well, Mr. Mikolayezyk was probably as truth- 
ful then as he was when he wrote his book dese ribing his escape from 
Poland. With his toothbrush and gun in pocket, he crept all through 
East Germany and eventually got into London which, of course, was 
disproved by our Ambassador to Poland who indicated that he had 
packed him into a van where he shipped him off in a boat to England. 


SYMPATHIES IN CAUSE OF PEACE 


Senator Barkiey. You mentioned rather critically France and 
England in connection with Russia. Between Russia and France 
and England, are you sympathizing with France and England or 
with the Russians ¢ 

Mr. Domsrowsxkr. My sympathies are with any cause that aids 
peace. In that particular instance, I was indicating not Russia but 
Poland. 

Senator BarKiey. We are always interested in any cause which 
promotes peace but would you mind answering my questions ? 

Mr. Domsrowski. My sympathies are obviously not limited to Rus- 
sia or Britain or France. They are basically American sympathies. 

Senator Barkiey. That is true of all of us. We may have differ- 
ences of opinion but we are all basically Americans. 

Mr. Domprowskt. Yes, sir. 

Senator BarkLey. But we are confronted in a situat - in the world 
where Russia is on one side and the free nations—I do not know 
whether you regard them as free or not—but the free nations on the 
other side. Where are your sympathies ? 

Mr. Doisunentan I did not consider the Soviet Union on the other 
side by any stretch of the imagination. We fought on the same side 
and sacrificed as much as we did in World War II and I would hate 
to see any war break out. which would bring a conflict between these 
two powerful nations, obviously. 

The Cuarmman. Thank you, sir, for your appearance. 
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Mr. Domerowskt. Thank you for the opportunity of presenting 
my point of view here. [ Ws : 

The CxHarmman. Mr. Bachrach, we are under a limitation of time 
and would appreciate your conforming to our request as nearly as pos 
sible, to use only 10 minutes for your oral remarks. 


STATEMENT OF HOWARD H. BACHRACH, ATTORNEY AT LAW, 
NEW YORK CITY, N. Y. 


Mr. Bacuracu. My name is Howard H. Bachrach. I am an at- 
torney, a member of the New York bar. I am not here to represent 
clients. neg problem connected with the Paris Treaty that I am 
grate ful t be able to bring to your attention arose or became ap 
parent to me when I dealt with matters affecting my family who have 
assets in Germany. But the problem is not only one of concern to my 
family, but certainly to thousands of Americans. 

The investment amount I cannot even attempt to estimate. I make 
my statement for the purpose of pointing out that American citizens 
may be compelled to pay German taxes designed to repair damages 
arising out of World War II unless the U nited States Senate elimi 
nates this danger by timely action prior to acting on the Paris Treaty. 
This statement is not designed to raise any objection to or criticism of 
the Paris agreement, itself, which replaces the treaty constituting the 
European Defense Community. I welcome this treaty, and I am of 
the opinion, held by most Americans, that the agreement which is now 
being submitted to the Senate for advice and consent prior to ratifica 
tion serves the interests of the United States and indeed of world 
peace. 

If I have responded to your invitation to appear, it is because 
1 discovered aces accidentally that unqualified ratification of the 
Paris agreements would be apt to deprive irrevocably Americans and 
other United Nations nationals of a means of avoiding being penalized 
by German taxation designed to repair the damages which the German 
Federal Republic has suffered as a result of World War IT. 

This question has been artificially and quite unnecessarily linked 
with the Paris agreements, and it is suggested that it is within the 
power of the United States Senate to remove the iniquity that I have 
mentioned. 

BACKGROUND OF PROBLEM 


This is how the problem arose : 

Quite understandably and with the approval of the occupying 
powers, the German Federal Republic enacted on August 14, 1952, 2 
statute which is called the equalization of burdens law. It is designed 
to levy contributions from those whose assets have survived the war, 
to enable the German Government to pay compensation to those who 
have suffered damages as a result of World War IT. 

The statute provides for three different taxes, which are the follow- 
ing: 


A property levy assessed on certain assets of the taxpayer: This 
isa ti \x on capital. 


) 


2. A mortgage profit levy: You will recall that, as a result of World 
War II, the German currency had substantially depreciated and that 
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the resulting inflation had been stemmed by a currency reform in 1948, 
pursuant to which 10 units of the existing currency were converted 
into 1 unit of the new currency. 

Asa result, mortgage debtors saw their indebtedness reduced in = 
ratio of 90 percent, in terms of the new currency. The mortgag 
creditor lost 90 percent of his claim but, as a result of the mortgas 
levy provided for by the equalization of burdens law, the German F 1 
eral Re »publie was subrogated as a creditor of the mortgage debtor to 
the extent of the difference of JU percent. 

The German Federal Republic gained what the mortgage creditor 
lost. In the result, the mortgage debtor pays the same amount as 
before, but 90 percent goes to a different creditor, the Government, 
to be applied to the reparation of war damages. 

3. A debt profit levy, based on a eooont similar to that which has 
inspired the mortgage levy: The Government steps in and claims 
that part of the indebtedness which has been ined out as a result 
of the currency reform. 

This legislation may be perfectly proper as regards its domestic 
effects. Conversely, if its effects were extended by taxing nationals of 
countries against which Germany waged World War II, a great in- 
justice would result. This principle was recognized by article 6 of 
chapter 10 of the Convention on Relations Between the Three Oc- 
cupying Powers and the Federal Republic of Germany, signed 
onn on May 26, 1952 

You will find that on page 107 of Senate Document 11 which is 
before you. 

To this convention the United States is a party. Paragraph 1 of 
article 6 of the convention to which I have referred provides that, 
pending a final settlement of claims against Germany arising out of 
the war, United Nations nationals and their property shall be exempt 
from any exceptional taxes, levies or imposts, the incidence of which 
is in fact on property, imposed for the specific purpose of meeting 

harges arising out of the war or out of reparations or restitutions to 
pe of the United Nations. 

At the time this convention was signed in Bonn, on May 26, 1952, 
the German equalization of burdens law was still in the tentative 
stage. It was finally enacted some 3 months later. The German stat- 
ute states unequivocally that United Nations nationals are not subject 
to the tax on capital or property levy mentioned under No. 1 above, 
but—although the question is not altogether free from doubt—there 
is statutory language to the effect that United eee nationals are 
subject to the levies mentioned under No. 2 and No. 3 above. At any 
rate, after an initial period of temporary exemption, the German 
authorities are now intent on collecting these taxes mentioned under 
No. 2 and No. 3 above, that is, the mortgage and debt profit levies, from 
United Nations nationals, although all relevant regulations have not 
yet appeared in print. 

Your witness has had an extended correspondence with the Office 
of German Affairs of the Bureau of European Affairs of the Depart- 
ment of State. Copies of this correspondence have been made avail- 
able to your chairman, the Honorable Walter F. George. 
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OPPOSITION TO DEPARTMENT OF STATE POSITION 


The State Di part nent has taken the position that the German 
Federal Republic is justified 1 in taxing American citizens with regard 
to the mortgage and debt profit levies to which I have drawn the atten- 
tion of this committee. The State Department believes that this taxa- 

on is in accordance with the Bonn Convention which I have men- 

oned above. With this opinion I am in thorough disagreement. 

The State Department has expressed the further belief that the 
Federal Republic of Grermany is justified in levying these two taxes 


from American citizens because of the assumption that they are not 
designed to equalize the burdens arising out of the war but to rectify a 
tuation arising out of the currency reform which oceurred in 
Germany. 
I have expressed strenuous objections against this opinion voiced 


by the State Department because of my conviction that it 1s abun- 

clear that the collapse of the German currency and the result- 
ng currency reform is no less a direct consequence of the war, and 
therefore a war damage, than are damages to life and property which 
ire the result of direct war action. I have pointed out to the Depart- 
ment that this opinion is certainly shared by the official commentator 
of the German statute, who is a high official of the Ministry of Justice 
of the German Federal Republic. 

How is this question connected with the Paris agreement which is 
now before your committee ¢ 

The answer is that the Bonn Convention, on which I have comment- 
ed above, provides in article 11, page 9 of Senate Document 11, that 
it shall enter into force upon the entry into force of the treaty on 
the establishment of the European Defense Community. This latter 
treaty has never come into force, but has now been replaced by the 
Paris agreement which is presently submitted to your committee. 

You will find that in article 1 of the protocol of the termination 
agreement which is Executives L and M, documents on page 15. 

As soon as you approve that treaty, the Bonn Convention will come 
into force. 

Now, as I have pointed out before, my objections do not concern the 
Paris treaty as such. Moreover, if it were not for the interpretation 
that the German Federal Re »public and our State Department have 
concurrently placed upon article 6 of the Bonn Convention, I might 
have no objection at all. However, when I suggested to the Depart- 
ment of State that the exemption of United States citizens and United 
Nations nationals should be the subject of negotiations between our 
country and Western Germany, I was met with the double-barrelled 
reply that the State Department was satisfied with the interpretation 
that subjects United States citizens to 2 out of 3 of the German taxes 
designed to repair war damages; and that, moreover, the State De- 
partment would not consider suggesting reopening the question of 
the Bonn Convention at a time when the Paris agreements had already 
been ratified by foreign parliaments. 

When I received that reply I felt, and stated this conviction, that 
oe argument that the Paris treaty had already been ratified by for- 

n parliaments was no reason to prevent the United States Senate 
bane considering the question of whether United States citizens should 
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be subjected to taxes of Germany designed to meet Germany’s war 
burden. 

Moreover, it developed subsequently that the German Federal Re- 
public itself was desirous of amending the Bonn Convention which, 
as stated above, will come into force as soon as the Paris treaty comes 
into force. 

Led by Dr. Hermann J. Abs, a German delegation has recently been 
in Washington for the purpose of renegotiating that part of the Bonn 
(Convention which deals with the seizure of German external assets 
chapter 6 of the Bonn Convention of 1952—page 102 of Senate Docu- 
ment 11. While pursuant to article 3 of the aforementioned chapter 

. the Federal Republic of Germany had undertaken to raise no ob- 
jection against measures carried out with regard to German external 
assets as a result of the state of war, it is quite clear from press release 
of the Departmentof State dated March 3, 1955, that the United 
States delegation has expresed its willingness to reconsider in part the 
vesting of Germ: in assets insofar as they do not exceed $10,000 in each 
case. The inference is inescapable that the State Department is pre- 
pared to recommend the modification of chapter 6 of the Bonn Con- 
vention of 1952. 

[t is my submission to the Committee on Foreign Relations of the 
United States Senate that, if chapter 6 of the Bonn Convention of 
1952 may be changed, it should be equally possible to amend the pro- 
visions of chapter 10, article 2, of the Bonn Convention, so as to make 
it clear that our citizens should not be penalized for damages suffered 
by Germany asa result of a war which we did not start. This amend- 
ment should clearly state that United Nations nationals are exempt 
from any levy under the equalization of burdens law of the German 
Federal ‘Republic. 

It is my suggestion that the Committee on Foreign Relations, and 
indeed the United States Senate, express the view to the Department 
of State that, prior to the completion of the ratification process of the 
Paris Treaty, the Department of State secure the consent of the Gov- 
ernment of the German Federal Republic to this clarification of the 
provisions of chapter 10, article 6, of the Bonn Convention. 

I have gathered from press reports that this matter of taxation of 
United Nations nationals for the purpose of contributing to an equ: = 
zation of Germany's war burden is one of concern to nationals i 
various Allied and even neutral countries, and this impression has Sa n 
confirmed by German attorneys representing foreign interests with 
whom I have been in contact. 

It would be rather futile to expect that the German Federal Repub 
lic would renounce a source of taxation unless representations to that 
effect were made by the governments of nationals subjected t 
German tax, 

Conversely, there is great hope that the iniquity which I have pointed 
out may be removed, by action of the Senate. . 

This situation, and the fact that the Department of State 
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seem prepared to raise this question of its own initiative, 
me to submit my views for your consideration. 

The CHarrman. We are very glad to have you, sir. 
questions 4 : 


cdloes not 
prompted 


Are there a hy 


Thank you for your appearance. 
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Senator Mansrietp. May I express the hope, Mr. Chairman, that 
itnesses from now on will keep within the 10-minute limitation be 
‘ause we have some important legislation at 12 o'clock. 
The Cuarrman. Thank you, Senator Mansfield. The next witness 
is Mrs. Yetta Metz. Will you please identify yourself and the crgani- 
zation you are representing here and proceed. 


STATEMENT OF MRS. YETTA METZ, FEDERATION OF JEWISH 
WOMEN’S CLUBS, NEW YORK CITY 


Mrs. Merz. 1 am Mrs. Yetta Metz and I represent the Emma 
Lazarus Federation of Jewish Women’s Clubs. 

In our hearts and minds we join all other Americans who ardently 
desire peace for the world as a prerequisite to peace for ourselves, our 
country, our homes, and our families—we plead with von and all con- 
cerned to recognize that the Paris pacts for rearming West Germany 
are a calculated risk for war. 

Far from constituting a calculated risk for peace, the Paris pacts 
are keys to the floodgates of a devastating H-bomb war. 

As Jewish women who have pledged “never to forgive or forget” 
the heinous crimes of the Nazis, their philosophy of superior and ? 
ferior humans, their book-burning fires which spreed to consume 6 
million Jews in the gas chambers of Warsaw and Germany, we are 
appalled and alarmed over the provisions of the Paris pacts to gi 
West Germany an army of 500,000. 

Not to forget is to remember, as Theodore H. White in his artic ie, 
Friend or Foe, in Collier’s, February 4, 1955, recalls when he writes: 


Ve 


I have been listening more sharply than ever, for the Atlantic world has 
summoned the Germans to put together a new army. Only 35 years ago, the 
Treaty of Versailles permitted the Germans an army rigidly limited to 100,000 
men; out of that cramped Reichswehr Hitler succeeded in 6 years in building 
the army which drenched this same Atlantic world in blood. Now a new German 
Army of 500,000 men is to be brought into being. 

This army will swing the balance of power decisively, perhaps perma- 
nently, to the Atlantic nations. But it will also make the Germans once more 
masters in their own house. It will restore to German hands the tools of destruc 
tion and force so desperately wrenched from them less than 10 years ago. 

Not to forget calls for recognition of the fact that the General Staff 
in command of the army under the Paris pacts will be drawn from 
the officer corps of the former Wehrmacht. There are no others to 

Il upon. 

Even now, as we debate the Paris pacts, Chancellor Adenauer’s war 
office is manned almost entirely by former Wehrmacht and Nazi of- 
ficials, according to the Nation—December 6, 1954: 

Of 174 high officials in Adenauer’s war office, 23 had been attached to Hitler’s 
headquarters, 77 were members of the General staff. 

Never to forgive is to remember that the Nazis booted their way 
across Europe behind the smokescreen of Hitler’s claim that he wished 
only to save the world from Jews and Communists. 

Our country, among others, was tragically blinded by this strategy. 
Some thought “the man is insane,” others “it does not concern us.’ 
A few, all too few, recognized the Nazi surge for world power through 
conquest. Our nation: al lack of vigilance cost hundreds of thousands 
of lives of American youth and millions of other nations in the war 
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that spread to engulf a large part of the world and threatened all 
humanity. 

We are here to speak out in time not only for ourselves but for the 

et re of the Jewish people who believe, like Dr. Norman 
Sa t, president of the Synagogue Council of America, who said: 

It is time for the nations of the West now preparing admission of West 
Germany into their fellowship, to halt in their arrangements and ask them- 
selves if they are ready to bless as redeemed a country that can so easily show 


signs of a relapse into the horrors of persecution and terrorism (New York 
Times, December 1, 1954.) 


SPEAKS FOR ALL JEWISH PEOPLI 


We speak not only for ourselves as Jewish women, but in unison 
with all of the Jewish people who agree with Rabbi Abba Hillel Silver 
when he said in a sermon at his temple in Cleveland : 

There is no solution other than that of Potsdam * Detmilitarize and 
neutralize Germany completely. A rearmed Germany would be a menace to the 
world. There will be peace if Germany is reunited, but a demilitarized and 
ieutralized Germany. United States policy will have to change on this point. 
It is unrealistic (Cleveland Plain Dealer, February 1954). 

And we wish most respectively to bring to your attention the well 
considered views of Senator Ralph E. Fi: ande rs: 

The more one thinks about it, the more dubious becomes the massive re- 
urmament approach to German reunification except at the price of initiating 


at least engaging in world war III (New York Times, October 20, 1954). 


Without question, the new German soldier, like the “brown-shirt” 
before him will again be indoctrinated to shout: “Let me hear the 
word ‘culture’ and reach for my gun.” Only this time the army will 
be equipped with a powerful air force, atomic weapons, and the com 


pletely devastating H-bomb. With such far-reaching, winged 
weapons in the hands of trigger-happy former We cakepe t yenerals, 


who are convinced that they can correct the mistakes « Hitler, the 
United States itself falls within the firing range of side concealed 
aims for world conquest. In the light of ‘this, we maintain that the 
Paris pacts are against the best interests of the United States. 

We plead with you to act now to keep our country and the rest of 
humanity out of the firing range of former Nazis, by forging peace 
through negotiations with all the powers in occupation of Germany 

peace without placing arms in the hands of former Nazis. 

We urge you gentlemen, vote against ratification of the Paris pacts. 

The Cnatrrman. Thank you. Are there any questions’ If not, we 


thank you for your appearance. 
Mr. Paul Green? 


STATEMENT OF PAUL GREEN, CHAIRMAN, AMERICAN VETERANS 
FOR PEACE 


Mr. Green. My name is Paul Green, chairman of the American 
Veterans for Peace of New York. 

Gentlemen. I am authorized to submit the following statement pre 
pared by the American Veterans for Peace representing veterans who 
fought in the American Armed Forces during World War TI 

We veterans believe that a rearmed Ge ee presents a serious 

ver to the peace and will form the bas for world Li] I 
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thermore, the possi bil t\ of war in this atom hvdrogen bomb age 
will undoubtedly mean the end of civilization as we know it and the 
possible end of mankind. 

Gen. Douglas MacArthur, recently speaking on his 75th birthday 
said: 

War has become a Frankenstein to destroy both sides . If you lose you 
are annihilated. If you win you stand only to lose. The next great advance 

1 the evolution of society cannot take place until war is abolished. 

The veterans of this country who shed So much blood for our free- 
dom, who saw their closest friends wounded and killed, know the 
true face of the Nazi Fascists. I nivself as a Purple Heart veteran 
still carry the sears of Nazi bullets. 

The people who are urging a rearmed Germany claim that this 
act W iI be in the best interests of the United States and peace. They 
have already forgotten the inhuman Nazi murder of American GI's 
at Malmedy: they have forgotten Coventry, Rotterdam, Warsaw, 
Lidice, Buchenwald, Auschwitz, and Belsen. 


RECORD OF ADENAUER'S CABINET 


Can we for one moment believe that the following leaders of Ger 
many today—all members of Chancellor Adenauer’s cabinet—can 
e relied upon to save peace and democracy?  Let’s look at the record: 
Viktor Emmanuel Preusker, Minister of Housing: Was an SS man, 
an expert in “aryanizing” Jewish property, SS instructor in racial 
ate ipa Got a large bonus and special certificate of thanks for his 


work in “freeing the German economy from the Jewish yoke.’ 
Fritz Schaeffer, Minister of Finance: Writing in the Rege nsburger 
Anzeiger on May 4, 1933, Schaeffer said: 


Adolph Hitler is the renovator of the Reich. We must awaken all forces and 
put them to work so that the Chancellor can accomplish his enormous tasks. 

Ii September 1945 the American military government fired Schaef 
fer as Premier of Bavaria, stating: 


Schaeffer must be regarded as a Nazi sympathizer and Nazi collaborator 
hot fitted to hold a position of importance or influence 


Anton Storch, Minister of Labor: Recently let loose this democratic 
vem: 


[If people complain that 1 spread Fascist ideas I do not regard this in any 

van insult When I hear the sounds of martial music, my heart beats higher. 

Waldemar Kraft, Minister Without Portfolio: Was a major in SS; 
guilty of war crimes in occupied Poland. From 1945-47 was interned 
by British authorities in Germany as a “dangerous Nazi. 

Obviously. on the record, these present German leaders must be 
disqualified as protectors of the free world. 

And what about the political climate of Germany today ? Speak 
ing from a platform decorated with the imperial war flag, Nazi Field 
Marshal Kesselring, war criminal sentenced to death by a British war 


crimes court. ad lressing members of the neo-Nazi Stahlheln—Steel 


Helmets—at Recklinghausen, Germany, declared the Adenauer gov- 
riment had his confidence. 
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He spoke of the “military virtues Germany displayed during World 
Wars land IL.” He feared— 


that I may have been inhuman, but that the history of war might one day 

proach me by saying: “Kesselring, in an exaggerated spirit of humanity, you 

d not exploit fully the possibilities of the Germany Army.” 

And that isn’t all. Lothar Steuer, Vice President of the Ruhr 
Parliament, praised Hitler’s war policy and declared: 

It must be the Prussian system again. This is what made tough men-at-arms. 
If the world wants our soldiers it must let us train them our way. We, the 
Germans, have made a comeback through clever politics. That we lost the war 
doesn’t mean a thing. 

\s for the rank and file of the renascent Nazi movement, an Asso- 
ciated Press dispatch printed July 27, 1954, in the New York Herald 
Tribune tells about the “ Association for the Interests of Those 
Wronged by Denazification.” There are about 3,500 of them, former 
Nazis, all. They had a get-together in Fallingbostel, West Germany, 
and let us know that they are ready, willing and able to set an ex: umple 
for the German youth ‘who are longing ‘for it and will soon again 
ask for great German men and prodigious achievements.” 

Another AP story, from Ziegenhain, Germany, also printed in the 
July 27, 1954, New York Herald Tribune, describes a meeting of 
2.000 former Nazis who demanded that the West German and state 
governments annul all denazification court convictions and pay dam- 
ages to Nazis jailed after the war. 

Shall we who have suffered at the hands of the German Fascists sup- 
port and promote this revival of German Nazism? The present 
leaders of West Germany are sparking this revival which only yester- 
day brought catastrophe to the German people and wholesale 
slaughter of millions of human bei sings, Americans included. 

The New York Post of March 17, 1955, stated that 

Present plans in Bonn call for the announcement, shortly after final ratification 
of the Paris agreements, of a new General Staff—a supreme command for all 
three armed services on the old Gneisenau and Scharnhorst models, and totally 
lacking in the political safeguards of the American and British systems of the 
joint chiefs and separate service ministries. This will make the German 
“democratic” army about as democratic as it was under Bismarck or Hitler. 


DANGEROUS STATEMENTS OF BONN GOVERN MENT 


In addition, the dangerous inflammatory statements being issued by 
the Bonn government point to the possibility that after ratification of 
the Paris Accords war will be imminent.’ In the same New York 
Post article the Bundestag is reported to have demanded a seat on the 
NATO 3-power standing group, a return of external credits, a re- 
alinement of the boundary lines of the SHAPE command, has decreed 
the Saar is German and has issued a resolution stating there can be no 
coexistence until Germany is reunited. 

Mind you: “There can be no coexistence until Germany is reunited.” 
Gentlemen, there can be no effective control of the German military 
once we have given them the go-ahead. This act of rearmament will 
be suicidal. History is a good teacher. Hitler also said he would 
be content merely to unify. Germany, but the insatiable appetite of 
German militarism led to World War II and 30 million dead. We 
have ample evidence to demonstrate that the present leaders of West 
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Germany, who were Hitler’s lieutenants will, if given the chance, do 
no less, 

We urge you to reme »mber those who died to de fe at German Nazism. 
We urge you to keep faith with the American people who do not 
desire a rebirth of the German war machine which can only serve to 
plunge us into a catastrophic third world war. 

We propose as an alternative to German rearmament that the 
United States initiate a conference of the major powers through the 
United Nations or any other suitable agency to settle peaceab ly the 
outstanding differer ee eer eee 

In ¢ losing | feel that I can best present the sentiments of my or- 

anization and the sentiments of the American people by quoting 
from the speech of General MacArthur at his recent birthday celebra 
tion where he said: 

We are in a new era. The old methods and solutions no longer suffice. We 
must have new thoughts, new ideas, new concepts, just as did our forefathers 
when they faced the new world. We must break out of the straitjacket of the 

as There must always be one to lead and we should be that one. We should 


ow proclaim our readiness to abolish war in concert with the great powers of 
the world. The result would be magical. 


1 


The CnatrmMan. Any questions ¢ 

Senator GREEN. May I ask one question and that is, Do you go so far 
as to believe that if war should break out between Soviet Russia and 
the Western World, that after this treaty was signed Germany might 
side with Soviet Russia ? 

Mr. Green. The question, Senator, is not what I believe, whether 
they would go over, but the whole history of German diplomacy is 
filled with chicanery, the whole history of double-de aling and four- 
flushing and de: aling from the bottom is the history of German diplo- 
macy, and as an American, ex-GI, only I think it would be entirely 
wrong for us to put all our eggs in the German basket. They are going 
to be broken eggs. The best way to obviate a sellout by Germ: ny 1s not 
to arm Germany, but in this atomic age to call for a Big Four negotia- 
tion, because war, if it breaks out, is the end of society as we see it. 

Senator Green. As you say, you have substituted your question for 
mine. IT repeat my question. Do you believe that if war shoul | break 
out between Soviet Russia and the Western world, that after this 
reaty was signed, Germany might side with Soviet Russia / 

Mr. Green. I believe, Senator, that all is possible in so far as the 
German diplomats are concerned. If they find it is suitable for them 
to make other deals, they will do it. I do not trust the Nazis or Ger- 
man imperialism. I have suffered at their hands and I know they 
cannot be trusted. 

Senator GREEN. Sir, is your answer then, yes? 

Mr. Green. Yes, they will sell us out. 

Senator Green. Thank you, sir. 

The Cramman. Thank you, Mr. Green. There are no further 
questions. Thank you for your appearance here. 

Mr. Green. Thank you for listening. 

The Cuatman. The next witness is Mr. Morris Goldin. executive 
secretary, American Labor Party, New York City. We hope you 
will keep within our 10-minute limitation, Mr. Goldin. 
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STATEMENT OF MORRIS GOLDIN, EXECUTIVE SECRETARY OF THE 
AMERICAN LABOR PARTY 


Mr. Gotpin. Mr. Chairman, I am the executive secretary of the 
New York State committee of the American Labor Party. 

[ have come here to oppose the proposals of the Eisenhower admin- 
istration to ratify the Paris accords of ( Yetober 23. 1954. which would 
rearm Western Germany. 

According to the plan, West Germany is to become a “sovereign” 


country, and the equal of other West European countries. It is to 
become a member of the West European Community, and its army of 
500.000 men—12 divisions—6 motorized, 4 tank, and 2 mechanized 


divisions—plus an air force of 86,000 with 1,300 planes, plus a naval 
force of 50,000, and 64,000 service personnel is to be integrated with 
the NATO forces under the Supreme Allied Commander in Europe. 
I speak against this plan because I believe that it is contrary to 
our national interest, and will make not for the lessening of inter- 
national tensions but for the creation of greater dangers to peace. 


DANGER SIGNALS 


The danger signals are up and it would be folly not to heed them. 
What are these ? 

First: The resurgence of German nationalism and neofascism,. with 
its expressly stated aim of reunification of Germany with the help 
of arms. 

Chancellor Adenauer has said: 

Our chief reason for wanting to enter the European Army is to be able to 
recover our eastern territory 
December 13, 1953—and again on March 16, 1952, se said: 


The rearmament of West Germany should be the preparation of a new 


order 
in Eastern Europe. 


Similar statements were made by Jacob Kaiser, Minister of All- 
German affairs, who said: 
A real Europe can only be formed when German unity is restored. This 


includes, I should like to remind you, not only Germany but also Austria, half 
of Switzerland, the Saar, and Alsace Lorraine 
March 2, 1952. 

Can the American people entrust an army into the hands of such 
spokesmen? And may I remind the committee that unofficial spokes- 
men have talked even more boldly and aggressively than this. 

Second: The overwhelming opposition of the peace-loving peoples 
of the world, who see in the creation of another German Army a 
threat to their peace and security. 

The ruthless determination of the Eisenhower administration to 
arm West Germany, is losing us the good will of millions of people 
throughout the world, whose experiences with German armies are 
all too recent and horrifying. 

In France the 3-million-member French Union Veterans Associa- 
tion went on record on October 3, 1954, confirming its unwavering 
opposition to any revival of German militarism. The rocky road 
leading to final passage, by France, of the Paris accords, indicated 
the overwhelming opposition of the French people to this tragic policy. 
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Harold Callender, New York Times’ correspondent in Paris, in 
a news dispatch on March 27, said: 

France doubtless will receive much praise in Washington for her belated 
acquiescence to German rearmament, but the picture would be in false focus if 
it were assumed that France was in agreement with Washington. 

In Great Britain, the Cooperative Union Congress, representing 
11 million Br itons, is on record in opposition to German rearmament; 
and unions representing more than 2 million workers have expressed 
their dislike of the Paris accords. And though the British Labor 
Party supported it, by a very narrow margin, more than 200 con 
stituency Labor Party groups spoke up against it—New York Times, 
February 8, 1954. 

I cite these as partial examples of the alarm which this plan has 
produced in the world, and the distrust of the United States en- 
gendered by our complete support of this measure. 


OPPOSITION WITHIN GERMANY 


Third: The tremendous opposition to rearmament within Germany 
itself. 

On October 9, 1954, the West German Trade Union Congress, rep- 
resenting 6 million workers, voted 391 to 4 against rearmament. Three 
former German Chancellors—Heinrich Bruening, Hans Luther, and 
Franz von Papen—have declared their opposition to rearmament. 

Pastor Martin Niemoller, Dr. Gustav Heinemann, president of the 
Evangelical Synod, and D. Wilm, president of the Rhineland Evan- 
gelical Church, addressed an open letter to Chancellor Adenauer in 
January 1953, stating: 

You say that you want to protect us against Soviet aggression. How will 
you protect us, however, against the aggressive plans of the leading generals and 
industrialists; how will you protect us from the “liberation” schemes of the 
crusading politicians? 

You claim that ratification of the treaties will bring us nearer the reunifica- 
tion of Germany. We know that unification can only be the result of negotia- 


tions or of war. Peace cannot be brought about and made secure if we arm 
ourselves, materially and ideologically, for war. 


OPPOSITION OF SOVIET 


Fourth: The opposition of the Soviet Union and its allies to 
German rearmament. 

The Soviet Union has made no secret of its determination to prevent 
the emergence of a rearmed Germany. It has consistently warned 
that German rearmament will mean increased international tensions, 
and competent observers point to the recent changes in government 
personnel in the Soviet Union as related to a determination to meet 
a rearmed Germany with greater military strength. 

Fifth: The alarms and fears, still only partially expressed, of the 
American people, about the handing of arms to Germany. 

On September 20, 1954: 

Senator Ralph E. Flanders recommended that East and West Germany be re- 
united as a neutral nation with “neutrality guaranteed by both the Soviet 
Government and the Western powers” * * * The more one thinks about it the 


more dubious becomes the massive rearmament approach to German reunifi- 
cation (New York Times, October 20, 1954). 
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New York Post, October 5, 1954: The United States should discuss 
“anew the negotiations of a German peace treaty for a free, unified, 
neutralized Germany.” 


Rabbi Abba Hillel Silver: 


* * * A rearmed Germany would be a menace to the world. There will be 
peace if Germany is reunited, but a demilitarized and neutralized Germany. 
United States policy will have to change on this point. It is unrealistic (Cleve- 
land Plain Dealer, February 1954). 

James P. Warburg, after returning from a European trip, stated 
that the rearmament agreements “lead to war rather than to peace. 

Sixth: The mounting evidence of the recreation of a German Gen- 
eral Staff and the renazification of Germany. 

Let no one be under the illusion that a German army can be con- 
tained. Newspaper accounts indicate the reemergence of a German 
general staff with the same expansionist philosophy and aggressive 
determination that existed under Hitler and under the Kaiser. 

The evidence that West Germany is being renazified is massive. 
Let me cite a few examples: 

On October 22, 1951, Adenauer admitted that two-thirds of the senior Foreign 
Office posts were held by exitfembers of the Nazi Party (London Jewish Chroni- 
cle, August 20, 1954). 

The West German banks are again in the hands of the same men. 
Three leading banks—Deutsche Bank, Dresden Bank, Commerz- 
bank—list the same boards of directors for their successor banks in 
1954, as in 1941. 

Decartelization expert Howard Ambruster, said in a letter to the 
New York Times—-September 10, 1954: 

There is abundant evidence now available that too many former Nazi leaders, 
plus a full assortment of old-style Pan-German industrial barons, are again 
back in the saddle * * * They have abandoned all pretext of complying with 
promises made to the Western allies on decartelization. 

La Tribune des Nations, Paris, August 27, 1954: 

* * This economic power * * * concentrated in the hands of the big German 
trusts * * * might well be the instrument of which the Pan-Germanists have 
been dreaming to launch out in a new adventure for world domination. 

The West German correspondent of the Nation, “Carclus,” stated, 
November 6, 1954: 

The only trained officers in Germany are those who served in Hitler’s army. 
If after serving the Nazis, they were still decent and honorable men, they re- 
turned gladly to civilian life and will certainly not want to go back to the army. 
The only ones who will answer the call will be the Prussians, the adventurers, 
and the sadists. 


CHANGE COURSE OF EVENTS 


It is not yet too late to change the course of events. The rejection 
of the Paris accords would unfreeze the present cold war, and would 
make possible the realization of agreement through a conference of 
the great powers. What alternative is there? I propose a return to 
our policy of 1946; and here let me read from an official document 
from the Department of State, Publication 2670, European Series 18 
pages 6 and 7: 


* * * The people of the United States have discovered that when a European 


war starts, our own peace and security inevitably become involved before the 
finish. They have concluded that if they must help finish every European war, 
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t would be better for them to do their part to prevent the starting of a European 
war 


France, which has been invaded 3 times in the last 75 years by Germany, 
naturally does not want to be in doubt as to American foreign policy toward 
Germany lo dispel any doubt on that score the United States has proposed 


that the Soviet Union, the United Kingdom, France, and the United States shall 
enter into a solemn treaty not only to disarm and demilitarize Germany but to 
keep Germany disarmed and demilitarized for 40 years. And the treaty can be 
extended if the interests of international peace and security require. 

On June 5, 1945, Generals Eisenhower, Zhukov, Montgomery, and DeTassigny 
entered into an agreement providing in detail for the disarmament and demili- 
tarization of Germany. 

The treaty I proposed on behalf of the United States contains all the provi- 
sions of that agreement. It provides that all German armed forces, all para- 
military forces, and all the auxiliary organizations shall be kept demobilized, 
It provides further that the German General Staff and the staffs of any para- 
military organizations shall be prohibited and no Germany military or para- 
military organizations in any form or disguise shall be permitted in Germany. 
It provides for the complete and continued demilitarization of new war plants 
and for a continuing system of quadripartite inspection and control to make 
certain that Germany does not rearm or rebuild her armament plants or recon- 
vert her civilian industries for war. 

So long as such a treaty is in force the Ruhr could never become the arsenal 
of Germany or the arsenal of Europe. That is a primary objective of the pro- 
posed treaty. 

The United States is firmly opposed to the revival of Germany’s military 
power. It is firmly opposed to a struggle for the control of Germany which 
would again give Germany the power to divide and conquer. It does not want 
to see Germany become a pawn or a partner in a struggle for power between 
the East and the West * * *, 

This statement was made by James J. Byrnes, while he was Secre- 
tary of State, on October 3, 1946. 

Unless we reverse our course, the ratification of these agreements 
may well be the new “Munich” of our present-day era. We have seen 
what disaster lay in attempting to turn a German Army east. It is 
impossible to m: ake of Germ: ny a “pawn in a struggle for power be- 
tween the East and the West.” A pawn, advanced far enough, be- 
comes a queen which can move backward as well as forward. 

One again, gentlemen, I urge the rejection of this treaty in the 
interest of our national security and the peace of the world. 

The Cuarrman. Are there any questions? 

If not, sir, we thank you for your appearance. 

Mr. James Imbree, you are appearing here for Mr. Baldwin or in 
association with him / 


STATEMENT OF JAMES IMBREE, CHAIRMAN, THE PROGRESSIVE 
PARTY OF NEW JERSEY 


Mr. Iwerer. I am a banker. My name is James Imbree. I am a 
retired Wall Street banker, living outside of Princeton. I have been 
asked to testify for the Progressive Party. I have been a member of 
the executive committee, the nations il committee, and chairman of the 
Progressive Party of New Jersey since I followed Wallace into the 
party in 1948. 

The CHAmrMAN. Yes, we will be glad to hear your testimony. 

Mr. Imprer. I would like to speak a couple of minutes in introduc- 
tion and 6 minutes on the argument. One of the New York papers 
} ublished the statement that this committee hearing would not need 
to take more than a couple of days inasmuch as those who are opposed 
to German rearmament or who would appear before this committee 
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would be crackpots. I want to say that I come of a very long line of 
ministers, military men, and bankers. I am a direct descendant of 
William Penn. He established the first newspaper in New York, the 
New York Gazette. I happen to have been a major in field artillery 
nthe First World War; my son fought 38 months in the South Pa 

n the second. 

I owned and ran a sizable international banking business for some 
2d years. I would like to ¢ acd | that 1 h: ippen to he lieve In ¢ ‘apits alism 
as being the best. system of government yet devised, reasonably con- 

olled, and I feel that it is not that capitalism has failed our democ- 
racy but rather that business has failed capitalism, because too many 
of our businessmen have been unwilling to assume the responsibility 
of the power which was either thrust upon them or which they had 
taken in this democracy at the present time. 


OPPOSE REARMAMENT ON MORAL GROUNDS 


So much for the introduction. I would like to oppose rearmament 
of Germany first on moral grounds. I believe that when we are 
talking about future events and preparing for them, that we see 
through the gl: ass darkly. I believe it is impossib le to see the future 
and the re fore the best basis for a nation or individual to operate on 
is to have the nation play their cards from principle. I think, in the 
end, we come out better that way. I believe that rearmament of 
Germany is unprincipled not only because of what happened during 
the last World War. which has been covered already in the discussion 
this morning which I have heard in regard to 6 million Jews, the Poles 
sold into slavery, and so on. But because when we are rearming 
Germany today, we are upholding that class in the Germany de- 
mocracy as it exists at the present time over there instead of uphold- 
ing the labor unions which more or less represented, I be heave are prac- 
tically entirely involved now with the Socialist Party there, which 
is unalterably opposed to German rearmament, and I feel that not 
only in Germany but in France and other countries in Western 
Europe where our pressures have been forcing rearmament it seems 
to me that it is against the wishes of certainly large blocs of the voters, 
of the citizens of those nations on the record. 

So much for the first point, because I believe that it is an un- 
principled thing for us to do. 


ROAD TO WAR 


The second point: Armed might means not peace but the road to 
war, and in that connection I just want to take perhaps 30 seconds to 
read two quotations, one from Kaiser Wilhelm to Colonel House just 
before the First World War broke out, this is what he said: 

I have been on the throne for many years, and the fact that my army is 
invincible has guaranteed the peace of Europe. That is what Germany’s great 
military establishment means, peace, and as long as we have this mighty 
instrument of power, there will be no war in Europe. 


That is from Secretary Daniels in Wilson’s era, volume 1, page 
68, as against Woodrow Wilson in his inaugural address, March 4, 
1917--whom I greatly admire and think is perhaps one of the greatest 
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and outstanding men of American history during this century, he said, 
“Peace cannot securely or justly rest upon an armed balance of power.” 

I say on the record which one of those quotations or; rather, which 
one of those men was correct? Was it Kaiser Wilhelm, or was it 
Woodrow Wilson in what he had to say ? 

Third, I would like to say there is no reason to believe that Ger- 
many will keep her commitment, that is on the record. After the 
First World War we know how Germany rearmed secretly. We 
know how Hitler, when it came to the Second World War. called his 
agreements pieces of paper. 

It does not answer that argument to say well, don’t Russians break 
agreements? Yes, we all know that totalitarian regimes, whether 
they are the right or the left will use whatever means they think best 
to reach desired ends, but that still holds for Germany and makes 
her in my opinion dangerous in the extreme, because I believe, as 
the Senator asked the question, I believe that Germany armed, if she 
ae it is to her advantage, would turn and side with Russia against 

he West. 

I would like to say that an armed Germany makes peace with Rus- 
sia now more difficult. It seems to me that Senator George’s recent 
call for high level conferences was one of the most statesmanlike 
statements we will say, that has come out of Washington in some 
long time. It was like a breath of fresh air blowing through a con- 
fused and feathered atmosphere in the country today. 

But I want to point out that it seems as if it would be more dif- 
ficult, not less difficult, to come to some agreement with Russia if we 
had not already tied up this treaty. Because whatever you care to 
say about Russia, whatever you gentlemen will say or feel about Rus- 
sia, the fact is that Russia was desperately hurt in the Second World 
= ar, and Russia naturally is desper rately afraid of an armed Germany. 

), therefore, in my conclusion, Senator George, and members of the 
ie ate I would plead that you hold up on this rearming of Ger- 
many until after a high level conference can be held with Russia, in 
other words, to see what might come out, what we might be able to 
take out of it. 

I will be glad to answer any questions. That is all I have to say. 

The Cramman. Mr. Imbree, we appreciate your appearance here, 
sir. 

Are there any questions ? 

Mr. Imprer. If we wish to add something in writing to the record, 
| would appreciate it if we had the opportunity. 

The Cuarrman. You may furnish any manuscript you wish for the 
record. We will be glad to consider it. 

Mr. Imerer. Thank you, sir. 

The Cuarrman. Thank you very much. 

The next meeting of the committee will be at 2:30 when the com- 
mittee will hear Mr. Anderson, Deputy Secretary of Defense. 

(At 12:05 p. m. the hearing was recessed until 2:30 p. m. of the 
same day.) 

AFTERNOON SESSION 
The Cuamman. The committee will come to order. The Chair 


has to apologize for delay in getting over here promptly at the an- 
nounced hour due to unusual circumstances in the Senate. 








Die sine, 





lara aes 
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Mr. Anderson, Deputy Secretary of Defense, will you proceed, Mr. 
Anderson. You are the sole witness for the afternoon, I believe. 

You may proceed with such statement as you wish to make to the 
committee. If there are matters that you do not wish to put on the 
public record but that you would be willing to discuss later in execu- 
tive session with the committee, and if the committee wishes to ask 
you questions, you may indicate that when such questions arise. We 
will ask you no questions until you have finished whatever statement 
you wish to make first, if that is your pleasure. 


STATEMENT OF ROBERT B. ANDERSON, DEPUTY SECRETARY OF 
DEFENSE 


Mr. Anperson. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, I have a very brief state- 
ment of about 2 and a half pages. If it is the wish of the committee, 
1 will read that statement. 

The CHarrMan. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Anperson. The Department of Defense strongly supports the 
request of the President that the Senate give its advice and consent 
- the ratification of the protocols terminating the occupation in 

he Federal Republic of Germany and inviting the Federal Republic 
to accede to the North Atlantic Treaty. 

Secretary Dulles has in his statement amply stated the significance 
and advantages which will result from the ratification of the various 
protocols agreed to in Paris in October 1954. 


AGREEMENTS FULFILL OBJECTIVES OF DEFENSE DEPARTMENT 


Mr. Crairman, I attended the 4-power, 9-power, and NATO meet- 
ings in Paris and from the point of view of the Department of De- 
fense I would like to underscore for the committee the fact that these 
agreements represent the fulfillment of objectives which the Defense 
Department has long sought. 

The accession of the Federal Republic to NATO and the oppor- 
tunity provided thereby for the Federal Republic to make a con- 
tribution to the defense of the West are important steps toward the 
consolidation of the security of the free world. 

In bringing the Federal Republic into NATO, and more particu- 
larly assoc iating the Federal Republic with the military effort of the 
W est, we will acquire an important new ally whose contribution will 

be significant and whose resources, both military and economic, will 
represent important new strength in the West. 

German forces will be organized within the NATO framework 
and will be under NATO command. German productive energy and 
military prowess will be directed toward the common ends which the 
NATO nations have agreed upon. 

In bringing the Federal Republic into NATO, the Paris Confer- 
ence also approved a resolution which reinforced the NATO machin- 
ery and extended the authority of the Supreme Allied Commander, 
Europe. 

This extended authority includes closer control over the peacetime 
deployment and operational use of NATO forces within SACEUR’S 
command area. It includes a strong injunction to integrate further 
military formations of different nationalities when, in the view of 
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the appropriate NATO military authority, this is militarily prac 
tic ible ul d efficient. 

SACEUR’s controls over logistics are improved to the end that ther 
-ill be a more efficient and economical utilization of the logistic re- 
ources which may ob made available to him by national or NATO 
authorities. All of these measures will eee _ to the effectiveness 
of the forces under NATO command in Europe by stre ngthening the 
ommand organization. 


MILITARY ASSISTANCE TO THE FEDERAL REPUBLIC 


The Department of Defense has made provision for military assist- 
ince to the Federal Re pu bhe. As the committee kn IOWS, We are pre 
pared to make early ce Jiver y of items of equipment in order to permit 
rapid progress 1n the oper ition of the propos ed German forces. 

Our assistance program for the Federal Republic will not differ 
fundamentally from those for other countries, and the requirements 
for assistance for the Federal Republic, both in terms of equipment 
ind training, will continue to be handled in a manner similar to mili- 
tary assistance programs for other countries. 

These agreements provide for the restoration of German sove ‘reign- 
ty. The provisions of the protocol on the termination of the occupa- 
tion safeguard the position of the United States military forces in 
Germany in a satisfactory manner from the standpoint of their se 
curity and financial support. 


STATUS OF UNITED STATES FORCES 


With respect to the status of United States forces in the Federal 
Republic of Germany and their relationships with the Federal Re- 
public authorities, the agreements prov ide that the Bonn Forces Con 
vention of 1952, as amended in Paris, shall come into effect and remain 
in force until new arrangements are concluded concerning the rights 
and obligations of the forces ot the United States and other NATO 
countries In Germany. 

These new arrangements will be based on the NATO Status of 
Forces Agreement, supple mented by such provisions as are necessary 
in view of the special conditions existing in regard to the forces sta- 
tioned in Germany. 

The United States will seek to obtain all reasonable protection for 
its forces not inconsistent with German sovereignty. 

the application of the NATO SOF to Germany the Department 

‘ Defense will adhere to the policy of giving the fullest effect to the 

eee of ratification adopted by the Senate on July 15, 1953, 
when it gave its advice and consent to the NATO Status of Forces 
Agreement. 

That is the extent of the statement which I have prepared for 
presentation to the committee, but I would be glad to respond to any 
of the vane stions that the members of the committee would like to ask. 

The HAIRMAN. Senator Green. 


MILITARISTIC ELEMENT OF GERMAN FORCES 


Senator Green. This morning several witnesses testified to the 
effect, in stating their op position to this program, that they thought 
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we were changing the policies of this country in rely ing on German 
milit: ry forces for several reasons. 

One of them was that the policies of the past had been, after the 
Second World War particularly, to make sure that the mail taristic 
forces of Germany were not only abated but done away with, and that 
a large number of officers previously serving in that army were now 
officers again under the new military forces. 

What is your comment on that? What is the answer to that argu- 
ment ¢ 

Mr. Anperson. Well, Senator Green, the Department of Defense 
regards the contribution which the Federal German Republic will 
be able to make to the defense of Europe as exceedingly important, 
and I think it should be pointed out that the forces which are gen- 
erated in Germany will first be controlled by the Western European 
Union Agreement of which Germany is a part and which has control 
provisions with reference to the type of armaments that Germany will 
develop. In the second place, that the forces which will be generated 

| Germany will be under the command of the Supreme Allied Com- 
n manda in Europe and will, to a large*extent, be integrated as far as 
practicable i into common forces of other countries which are venerated. 

This, of course, isa quite different position from that which existed 
in the past when the forces in Germany and the other Euro ypean coun 
tries were organized ale | dle ve loped Ol a pure ly he 1t101 li alisti ic basis. 

Senator GREEN. I am not sta ting these as my arguments to you but 
as the arguments w hich I think should be met, 

Mr. Anperson. Yes. 

Senator Green. The argument here is that the German officers— 
nd those at the very top will be largely if not exclusively those who 
served as officers in the last war—are the militaristic element which 
we sought to dispose of and do not want to revive. 

Mr. ANDERSON. I think, however, that we cannot overlook the fact 
hat while there may be some personnel in the forces which are gen- 
erated by th a ‘public of Western Germany which may be the same 
personnel w hi ch engaged i in the nationalistic armies of German y dur- 
Ing World War I], that now we have an entirely different situation 
when the ultimate command responsibility for those forces will be in 
the hands of the Supreme Allied Commander in Kurope, and where 
those forces are being generated, not by a country as a nationalistic 
army for nationalistic purposes only and under a politic: al ie iter sg 
as that which existed prior to World War II, but rather as a coopera- 
tive effort represented by this very new and unique cnstitinis nt of the 
Western European Union in which they are developing integrated 
forces for common purposes in providing a defense for the free world. 

Senator Green. Well, these arguments pointed out that, whereas the 
form of government is different, a large number of the present officials 
are those who were Nazi officials previously. Therefore, there was 
danger in rebuilding this regime. 

Mr. ANDERSON. W ell, I think that, as the Secretary of State pointed 
out yesterday, this Western European Union is an effort of a com- 
munity of nations in Europe to develop, not armies which are directed 
toward nationalistic purposes, but rather, toward the collective secu- 
rity of the whole free Europe, is a thing very well worth our study in 
a great many instances, and I have no fears about the development 
of military forces. 


t] 
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It will be under the command not only of the Supreme Allied Com- 
mander, as such, but as well under the command of the integrated 
forces of other countries in Europe. It will be as well controlled by 
his organization, and his deployments, and by the control mechanisms 
vhich are placed in the Western European Union. 

Senator Green. Well, it was pointed out as an illustration that 
Germany in the past had changed its allies unexpectedly, and that the 
same thir i might happen again. 

Mr. Anperson. Well, I think we can only deal with realities as they 
are, and the realities of the time are that the Western European coun- 
tries—the Western European Union—has been quite an accomplish- 
ment in the welding together of European countries for the purpose 
of creating a strong and common defense. The military rearmament 
of Germany is one which is dedicated to that common defense and 
within the framework both of the NATO command structure and 
the political organism that was established in the Western European 
Union so as to direct its efforts toward a common purpose and not 
toward a nationalistic purpose as was true in former years. 


CIVIL CONTROL OVER MILITARY FORCES 


Senator Green. Well, in the Second World War, of course, Ger- 
many changed very suddenly and was guided entirely by what was 
regarded as its interest at the moment in past obligations, either for- 
mal or sentimental. And the question is raised as to whether there 
is not a danger of their doing it again, and that a deal might be made 
between Germany and Soviet Russia as a result of which the other 
powers of the West may h: ae to fight both. 

Mr. Anperson. Well, as I understood the Senator’s question, the 
witnesses who have testified, and I am not familiar with their testi- 
mony, seem to be concerned with the fact that there might be officer 
material used in the rebuilding of an armed force in Germany which 
was also in the German Army in World War IT. 

I think it is of interest here that throughout the formation of the 
Western European Union and throughout the discussions of the NATO 
protocols there has been expressed the firm intention of the leaders in 
the Bundestag to maintain civilian control over the military forces. 
At the same time, I think we are dealing with a new and different 
situation when, from the st: andpoint of final command which rests in 
the hands of the Supreme Allied Commander in Europe, you have a 
completely different situation from that which generated military 
force in the past, and at the same time you have the added precaution 
for the first time of having control mechanisms within the Western 
European Union. 

Senator Green. But aren’t those largely the reasons there was such 
delay and opposition to this for years on the part of France? 

Mr. Anprerson. Well, Senator, I do not think I would be qualified 
to delineate the reasons which motivated all of the French difficulties. 
I am sure that part of them at least were historical. 

Senator Green. Weren’t those same arguments made quite promi- 
nently ? 

Mr. Anprrson. I do not know. Iam not sufficiently familiar with 
the detai] of the argument to know how prominent a part this par- 
ticular one played in the French considerations, Senator. 


~J 
~J 
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Senator Green. Thank you very much. 

The Crarrman. Mr. Secretary, anyone who was in Germany at 
the end of the war and saw the frightful havoc that had been wrought 
there could hardly escape the conclusion, could he, if he was looking 
at the facts of life as they are, that the Germans themselves, being very 
intelligent people, must have thought that militarism was at an end? 

Mr. Anperson. I would certainly think so, Senator George. 

The CuairmMan. That is militarism in the old sense. 

Mr. Anperson. Militarism in the sense of a military organization 
carrying out purely military objectives of governments. 

The Cuarrman. I thank you, sir, and I wish to compliment you on 
your succinct and very definite and to-the-point statement. It sounds 
rather different from many of the statements that we hear in the 
Senate. 

Mr. Anperson. Thank you, sir. 
The CuairmMan. Senator Wiley? 


POSSIBLE ALTERNATIVE TO AGREEMENT 


Senator Winey. Mr. Secretary, if we should not agree to these pro- 
tocols, what isthe alternative ? 

Mr. Anperson. Well, the alternative I think would be a very diffi- 
cult one, indeed. 

Senator Witey. It would be chaos; don’t you think ? 

Mr. Anprerson. Yes, sir; it would be a cataclysmic thing if we did 
not agree now at this point to the ratification of those protocols which 
would allow Germany to make its contribution through the NATO 
organization and which would allow to come into being the Western 
European Union as it has been conceived as a part of this total 
mechanism of maintaining free forces in Europe. 

Senator Winey. As stated by Senator Green this morning, there was 
considerable testimony apparently based upon the fear of that resur- 
rected Germany which might mean a resurrection of the Nazi spirit. 

Now I ask you, as e matter of fact, hasn’t the world turned many a 
corner since the beginning of World War II? Haven’t we found 
out that war itself is a different proposition? Haven’t we annihiliated 
space so that we even cross the American Continent now from Los 
Angeles to New York in 3 hours 40 minutes? As stated by Senator 
George, the Germans are a smart people. They have a tremendous 
brainpower. They recognize the significance of the fact that they 
have not got the vital materials within their own borders to carry on 
war themselves, don’t they ¢ 

Mr. Anprerson. Senator Wiley, I think in response to your question, 
I would say that not only have we turned many corners since World 
War IT, but the free nations of the earth are making in Europe a fine 
example of an effort to work together in building, not nationalistic 
armies, but armies and forces which are dedicated essentially to free- 
dom which they recognize as not a divisible thing but as rather an indi- 
visible thing. One cannot escape the feeling that those people who are 
opposed to the development of increased strength such as that which 
would be generated in NATO by a German contribution are people 
who are undoubtedly of a different ideology from ours. We are, I 
think, dedicated to the proposition of developing as much strength as 
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we can reasonably and practicably do in order to have a force dedi- 
cated to freedom that will meet any challenge which it may face. 


NEW HOPES OF THE GERMAN PEOPLE 


Senator Wirey. Is it not a fact that a comparison between Eastern 
Germal V and Western Germ: ny, where we have occupied the West 
and the Kremlin the East, has taught a tremendous lesson to all who 
observe the contrast, but particularly to the Germans themselves. 
As Adenauer said, if the East had a chance, 95 percent of them would 
gladly vote to join with the West, because in the West they see eco- 
nomic and political health. Is that a fact? 

Mr. Anprerson. I am sure that it is, sir. I have not personally had 
the opportunity of making the comparison from the standpoint of 
observation except to a limited extent, but one can hardly escape the 
fact. that the love of liberty is a pretty common thing among people 
when they have the op portamtty to exercise it. 

Certainly the type of liberty and freedom that the free world i 
trying to offer to people is illustrated by this effort of creating a com- 
munity of strength within Europe by the Western European Union 
and by Rel eueaees a portion of their resources to the proposition of 
maintaining that freedom if it is challenged. 

Normally, free people would support that kind of a proposition. 
Senator Witry. Well, with the new world that you spoke about, 
changed world, a contracted world, isn’t it a fact that those people 
like the French and the Germans who fought each other for centuries, 
the leaders as well as the common people recognize that this is a new 
world and that they have got to meet it with new methods, and that 

is a united Europe ¢ 

Mr. Anprrson. Yes. I think the very fact that the European 
countries have gotten together in a Western European Union, that 
the French and the Germans have agreed upon a settlement of the 
Saar are illustrative of the fact that they do not want a revival of the 
kind of nationalism in Europe that has created so much difficulty in 
the pest but rather want to present a common front for the protection 
of their rights as free people. 

Senator Wiiry. Is it your judgment as well as the judgment of 
your associates in the Department that this is in the interest of peace, 
the approv: al of this protocol ? 

Mr. Anperson. Yes, sir; very definitely. 

Senator Wirey. Thank you, sir. 

The CHatrrman. Senator Mansfield ? 

Senator Mansriep. Mr. Secretary, I must apologize for leaving 
before you had completed your statement, but I have read it since I 


returned and I. too. want to compliment you on the brevity and pre- 
ciseness you have shown therein. 
Mr. Anperson. Thank you, sir. 


NEW ALINEMENT OF NATIONS 


Senator M manent I would like to follow up. with a comment on 
the statement made by the Senator from Wisconsin and your answers 
to various questions of his, and that is this: This is a sec urity arrange- 
ment bringing together a number of countries around the Atlantic 
in the interest of self-defense. It is purely defensive, is it not? 
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Mr. Anperson. Yes, sir. 

Senator Mansrretp. And it is not a case of France or Germany 
any more. If Western Europe is to survive and we are to survive 
with it, it is a case of France and Germany getting together as they 
are under these protocols before us and bringing into effect a new 
alinement in that part of the world? 

Mr. Anperson. | think that is entirely correct, sir, and I might add 
not only France and Germany but France and lemanine and England 
and the other countries who contribute to our NATO strength. 

Senator MansrreLtp. That is a sound statement Mr. Secretary, and 
I am glad you brought in England, because under this European plan 
which came into being with the defeat of EDC in the French Parlia- 
ment last August, we find that Britain has come alive as i. what its 
responsibilities on the European Continent are. It is my belief that 
the British have agreed to place on the Continent 4 divisions and 1 
air group from now on in line with this proposal before us. 

Mr. Anperson. And the placing of those troops on the Continent of 
Kuprope, as the Senator knows, is a real departure from the historical 
position which England has taken in the past. 

Senator MAansrie.cp. That is correct, and it should insure the secu- 
rity of Western Europe to that extent. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Yes, sir. 

Senator Mansrrevp. But this proposal before us is not primarily 
just to help the Germans or the French or the English or the Nor- 
wegians or the others. It is to help all of us including our own 
country. 

Mr. Anperson. I think, Senator, you are entirely right, and one 
could say quite accurately that it is a system which is designed to he ‘Ip 
the cause of freedom wherever it is, because freedom, I think. is 
very nearly an indivisible thing. 

You can not split it up partially and say some people can have it 
and some cannot. It has to be the defense of something which, at 
least, is made available to all people. 

Senator Mansrrevp. That is fine. 

That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

The CHarrMAN. Senator Smith? 


DIFFERENCE BETWEEN EDC AND WEU 


Senator SmirnH. Mr. Secretary, I wish to join with the others in 
thanking you for your very clear-cut statements, I have 1 or 2 ques- 
tions here I would like to ask you. Could you give us in a few words 
the difference between the setup now under these treaties and what 
the EDC would have been if it had gone through in its original form 4% 
How does this present plan differ from that? 

oe. Anpverson. Well, I think I can explain it rather briefly. 

Under the form of the EDC Treaty, there was envisioned a supra- 
national organization in which elements of troops of the various coun- 
tries would have been formed into a common kind of structure without 
any partic ular distinction between them. What we have here is an 
organization or sovereign nations, all contributing to the same plan 
under the framework of NATO as an association of countries rather 
than under a supranational organization which the EDC would have 
envisioned. I think that is the essential basic difference. 
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Senator Smirn. To use sort of a slang expression, we are keeping 
the eggs separate and not — them all in one basket. 

Mr. Anperson. Yes, si 

Senator Smrru. They are a combination of the various countries, 
the various national units ¢ 

Mr. Anprrson. Yes. 

Senator Smrru. Was that one of the reasons, that difference, do you 
think, that the French finally came to agree to the prosopals? I think 
frankly that the French would be more likely to accept the EDC idea 
where the Germans were pulled in and yet did not have a national army 
of their own. Here they do, in a sense, contribute their own national 
troops and it looks as though there might conceivably be more danger 
of some evil coming out of that. 

Mr. Anperson. Well, again, it is rather difficult for one here to say 
what primarily influenced the French in their final determination 
against EDC. I think it is interesting to observe that where the EDC 
provided for a common 6-nation army that was the subject of this 
supranational institution, the Western European Union is more a 
coalition of 7 nations because we now include the United King- 
dom, with joint international institutions to perform the common 
functions and particularly those relating to the control over forces and 
the armament levels. 

It is interesting also to observe that the EDC arrangement did not 
yrovide for German membership in NATO in the full sense of mem- 
ership, and did not substantially affect the NATO structure. The 
Western European Union arrangements include German membership 
in NATO, and I think this is a strengthe ning of the NATO military 
organization as we have had it operate in the past. 

Senator Smrru. My own feeling is that this final conclusion is the 
best thing we have discussed in all these various negotiations. I am 
wondering whether that is your general feeling. We have finally 
what seems to be the very best setup in the amalgamation of these 
forces. 

Mr. Anperson. Yes, sir; I think I share that point of view, Senator. 


STATUS OF UNITED STATES FORCES 


Senator Smrrn. Now these agreements probably will affect the 
status of our present forces in Germany. I am not speaking of the 
status of forces in the sense of the legislation. We had our occupying 
forces there and they were separate in a way from the strict NATO 
se tup. I would like to ask you, do these agreements affect the rela- 
tionship of our forces in Germany to the N ATO Command? 

Mr. Anperson. Well, I think I understand what the Senator is 
Inquiring about, and if I may, I can express it this way. 

At present the forces in Germany are under an occupation status 
with complete jurisdictional rights reserved in the United States mili- 
tary commander since the U nited States is an occupying power in 
Germany. 

Now, the Senator will remember that the 1952 Forces Convention 
or the Bonn agreements, as we refer to them, which were approved 
by the Senate, provided for a status of forces which gave the United 
States exclusive criminal jurisdiction under that Bonn agreement. 


PROTOCOLS ON THE FEDERAL REPUBLIC OF GERMANY Sl 





Under the current arrangement, when the protocols come into force 
which will grant German sovereignty and provide membership in 
NATO, the Bonn agreement will come into existence and will remain 
in existence as a protection for the United States forces until we 
work out, in agreement with the Federal Republic, a Status of Forces 
Agreement, common to those of the NATO countries. As the Senator 
will remember. there is a NATO Status of Forces Agreement of 1951. 
We will. as will the other countries—the United Kingdom, France, 
Canada, Denmark, Belgium, the Netherlands, Luxembourg, all of the 
others—be negotiating with the Federal Republic a Status of Forces 
Agreement within the spirit of the NATO Forces Agreement. 

1 might say to the Senator that tripartite discussions between the 
United States, the United Kingdom, and France are now going on, 
looking to that kind of a status of forces arrangement. 

Senator Smirn. But there will be, when these are ratified, a new 
look at the whole thing. 

Mr. Anperson. Yes, sir; but immediately upon ratification it will 
be governed by the Bonn agreement. 

Senator SmiruH. Now, is the commander of our occupation forces 
responsible to the Supreme Allied Commander of NATO in time of 
peace ¢ 

Mr. Anperson. I do not believe I got your question, Senator. 

Senator SmituH. Is the commander of our occupation forces respon- 
sible to the Supreme Allied Commander of NATO in time of peace? 

Mr. Anperson. Yes, sir. 

Senator Smitu. So the NATO commander will be over the whole 
works? 

Mr. ANDERSON. Yes, sir. 


DEPLOYMENT OF TROOPS 


Senator Smirn. I am interested in that. Now, here is a question 
that I was asked to ask you. It has been noticed that the French 
Government is now moving a considerable number of troops to North 
Africa and there is a danger that this may upset the balance between 
the French and the Germans, something that has worried the French. 
Is there any danger of that ? 

Mr. Anperson. Well, I think, in the first place, that we have to be 
governed by the recommendations which come to us by the supreme 
allied commander with reference to the deployment of various units 
of forces that may be generated within each country, it being the 
responsibility of the supreme allied commander to maintain the best 
possible deployment of those forces. As to the upset of balance be- 
tween France and Germany, I think the primary problem is one of 
— and one of force levels, and those, of course, would be governed 
by the control mechanisms of the Western European Union. The 
Western European Union will set the limits at which force levels may 
be generated and armaments may be generated, and then the NATO 
organization under SACEUR will have the responsibility for deter- 
mining within those limits what are the appropriate force structures 
at the various levels. 

Senator Smira. Thank you very much. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
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STATUS OF FORCES 





The Crarrman. Mr. Secretary, may I ask you one question? 1] 
hink you perhaps eae covered it. Do these protocols— that is. the 
Paris protocols—do anything which the treaties already approved 
by the Senate in 1954 do not do? 

‘Mr. Anperson. Are you referring primarily to the status of forces? 

The CHairnman. Yes. You see, we passed it in 1952 or 1953. 

Mr. Anperson. Yes; you ratified the Bonn Convention of Forces 
in 1952. 

The CuHarmman. Yes: now, do these protocols i in effeet—— 

Mr. Anprerson. There were very minor amendments to them in 
Paris, Senator, but not amendments of substance. 

The Cuairman. That is what I wanted to get. 

Mr. ANDERSON. No. sir 

The Cuarmman. I think that ought to be of record. 

In other words, are we involved in any additional commitments or 
ob] gations of consequence as a result of these protocols which the 
Senate has not already agreed to / 

Mr. Anperson. I would think not of major substance. 

The Cuarrman. That is your best judgment on this issue? 

Mr. Anperson. Yes. 

Phe Cramman. I believe that is all I have. 

Are there any other questions by any Senators‘ If not, Mr. Secre- 
tary, we want to thank you for your appearance, I assume that you 

e the opinion of the Joint ¢ ‘hie fs? 

Mir. Anprerson. Mr. Chairman, I have here to file with the commit- 
tee statements by both Admiral Radford and General Cook which I 
will be ol: id to tile with the committee. 

The CHarrMan. You have those statements / 

Mr. Anperson. I have. 

The Cuarrman. Generally, do they approve? 

Mr. ANDERSON. Yes, sir. 

The CHarrmMan. Do they approve the arrangements in these 
rotocols? 

Mr. Anperson. Yes, sil 

The Cuatrman. Is it a joint statement or separate ? 

Mr. Anprerson. Separate statements. 

The CuamrmMan. We will be happy to have you make both of them 
a part of the record. 

Mr. Anprerson. We will be glad to. 


HISTORICAL BACKGROUND 


The Cratrman. Of course, Mr. Secretary, we do realize, and the 
committee has had before it many earnest witnesses today, that it is 
difficult to separate our recollections of the Germany of 10 years ago 
from the Germany of the present time. That leads naturally to some 
apprehension that the formation of a German army of any conse- 
quence, of any size, might again cause trouble in Western Europe. 
You appreciate that fact, of course ? 

Mr. Anprrson. Yes I do, Senator. 

The Cuatrman. And the Chiefs of Staff as well as the Defense 
Department have very carefully considered those circumstances and 
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have understandable fears that many of our people have had bitter 


experiel ce, their own families have had bitter experiences 1n the past 
and may now have? 

Mr. Axprersox. Yes. Senator George. I think it would be fair to 
savy that all of us have a keen awareness of the historical background, 
but we also have a keen awareness of the responsibility to face realities 
as they are. 

The Cuamman. Yes, sir. 

Thank vou very much, Mr. Secretary. 

Mr. Anperson. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

The CHatrrMan. You may file those statements with 
and we will be glad to make them part of the record. 

(The statements of Admiral Radford and General Cook. Deputy 
United States Commander in Chief, Europe, are in the appendix.) 

The CuatrMan. We will have the next meeting at 10 o'clock tomor- 
in the committee room in executive session. 
\t 3:25 p. m. the hearing was recessed, to resume in executive 
at 10 a. m., Thursday, March 31, 1955.) 


the committee 


ow 


e@ssilon 
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APPENDIX I 


STATEMENT BY GEN. ORVAL R. Cook, Deputy UNITED STATES COMMANDER IN CHIEF, 
EUROPE 


The United States, together with the other NATO nations, looked forward 
with optimism to the acceptance of EDC for common-defense purposes in Europe. 
With the failure of this plan, it was patently necessary that immediate steps 
be taken to seek an alternate solution. The prompt endorsement by the pros- 
pective EDC members and the NATO countries of the most important protocols 
which were signed in Paris on October 23, 1954, paved the way for the future 
accession of Germany to NAT'O. It was obvious that there exists in Germany 
a latent strength which, if brought to our side, would make a very essential 
contribution to Western Europe defense. It was equally obvious that during 
the past 8 years the actions of the German people and their leaders have justi- 
fied the return to that country of its sovereignty. Ratification of these protocols 
will go far in achieving these ends. 

The acceptance of the protocols terminating occupation of Germany and her 
entry into NATO requires that we take numerous actions not previously con- 
templated. Included in these actions, as you know, were increased powers for 
SACEUR. I have examined these increased powers from the United States 
viewpoint. Under these increased powers of SACEUR, United States military 
interests can be adequately safeguarded while at the same time the overall 
strength of the western nations can be materially increased. 

Another matter which is of great importance to me and to the Department 
of Defense is the security and well-being of United States forces in sovereign 


Germany. Satisfactory arrangements for this purpose are provided by the 
Paris agreements in two ways: First, the adoption of the 1952 Forces Convention 
to cover an interim period; and second, the agreement to negotiate with the 


Federal Republic of Germany new arrangements concerning the rights and obli- 

ations of the forces to replace the Forces Convention. These will be based on 
the NATO Status of Forces Agreement, supplemented by provisions necessary 
because of special conditions in Germany. 

It is unquestionably in our interest in dealing with a sovereign Germany that 
we take steps to strengthen that country to the end that it will become an asset 
to the free world. It is my belief that the United States can make a subsantial 
contribution to this end in accordance with the laws passed. by the Congress in 





the same manner that we are assisting other nations of Europe. Accordingly, 
I have already established in Bonn an advance planning group under my com 
mand. The group is exploring requirements for United States military assist- 
nee to the German forces which are to be raised for NATO when the necessary 

tification processes are completed by the member nations, and when requisite 
legislation to permit the creation of German Armed Forces is enacted by the 
(zerman Federal Republic. The work includes planning for establishment of a 


United States military assistance advisory group to be in Bonn and to operate 
in a manner similar to the United States MAAG’s in other NATO countries. 

The long-term implications of this action point to a German contribution 
consistent with the inherent strength of that nation but at the same time con- 
sistent with the interests of other Eurepean nations. The normalization of con 
ditions in Germany will act to benefit United States goals and those of the free 


\ll of these considerations cause me to believe that the protocols covering the 
lination of occupation of Germany and the accession of Germany to NATO 
ail United States substantially in maintaining continued peace. 
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STATEMENT oF ApM. ARTHUR W. RApDFORD, CHAIRMAN, JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF 


Mr. Chairman and members of the Senate Foreign Relations Committee, the 
arrangements embodied in the protocols now under consideration, including 
their provision for the creation of German military forces will, when ratified, 
provide for a substantial increase in the defensive capability of the North At- 
lantiec Treaty Organization. These measures to associate Germany, as an equal, 
in the defense of the West are consistent with the objectives which the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff have long held. 

The military arrangements envisaged for the German forces in NATO are 
not only practicable but will provide for an effective military contribution. 
German units will take their place side by side with the forces of the other 
NATO nations and will play an important military role in the Luropean posture of 
defense. Plans are under way in Germany for the recruitment, organization, 
training, and equipping of these forces. It is estimated that a period of 3 to 4 
vears will be required. The authorities at SHAPE are now concentrating their 
attention on a defense plan for use when these important military forces are 
ready. 

On the organizational side, the arrangements made in Paris specifically provide 
that there shall be no duplication or conflict in the military field between NATO 
and the new Western European Union. All military functions are to remain 
in NATO. It is also stipulated that the Council of the Western European Union 
and its agency for the Control of Armaments will rely on the military authorities 
of NATO for information and advice on military matters. These arrangements 
are necessary not only to avoid duplication, but to protect the existing effective- 
ness of the NATO military command. 

I cannot emphasize too strongly the value of this German contribution to the 
NATO defensive shield about which you have heard from General Gruenther. 
As the 15th member of NATO, Germany will gradually weld into this alliance 
12 more army divisions, a valuable naval force for use primarily in the Baltic, 
and an air force of some 1,300 tactical aircraft. When ready, these German 
forces will make it possible for us to have a reasonable assurance of being able 
to defend Europe successfully. As General Gruenther has often stated, they 
will make the difference between a second choice strategy and a much preferable 
forward strategy. With these German forces we shall have a realistic forward 
strategy which is capable of being fully implemented. As a deterrent to a third 
world war NATO, thus equipped, will have a persuasive impact on Soviet planning 
for the future. 

In conclusion, I would like to state that the Joint Chiefs of Staff consider a 
German military contribution as indispensable to the successful defense of free 
Europe and therefore welcome the earliest ratification by all parties of the 
Paris agreements. 





AppenpIx II 


TESTIMONY SUBMITTED TO THE SENATE FOREIGN RELATIONS COMMITTEE ON THE 
(QUESTION OF THE PARIS ACCORDS BY MARGRIT ADLER FOR THE GERMAN AMERIOAN, 
Inc., MARCH 30, 1955 


Americans of German descent have double reason to warn against the Paris 
agreements which are under discussion by the Senate committee today. The first 
reason lies in the danger these agreements present to the United States. Mr. 
John Foster Dulles, in his testimony before the committee yesterday, stated that 
the accords offered ‘a system of military limitations and controls” which would 
be an insurance against militarization and would guarantee that “these forces 
cannot be used for nationalistic aggression.” However, the agreements carry no 
such guaranty at all. Even the so-called limitations on armaments, contained 
in the Protocol on Armaments, are most vague and do not contain any directives 
for the contingency that the agreement should be broken. In fact, atomic re- 
search is already going on in Western Germany and the building of an atomic 
pile has been subscribed by 16 German concerns, among them Krupp, Siemens, 
Bayer-Leverkusen, and Farbwerke Hoechst. These are armament manufac- 
turers who supplied Hitler’s armies and there is no reason to believe that their 
intentions are peaceful ones. 

Furthermore, the general staff of the proposed German Army itself gives no 
indication that “substantial insurance against militarization” exists. Such men 
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s Ludwig Cruewell and Adolph Heusinger were high up in Hitler’s command 


d stayed loyal to him to the very end. Heusinger, who will be Chief of Staff of 
e German Army, had to admit before the Nuernberg War Crimes Tribunal! 
that “It has always been my personal opinion that the treatment of the civilian 
population in the area of operation ° offered a welcome opportunity to the 
highest political and military leadership to achieve their aims, that is the sys 
tematic reduction of the Slav and Jewish populations.” The new German Army 
leadership of men almost exclusively in the same category as 

He ue 
Che assumption of the Paris accords is, that this German Army be used in a 
ir against the Soviet Union, against the German Democratic Republic or for 
the suppression of any popular uprising in one of the NATO countries. If this 


vere the case, such a war would most certainly involve American troops now 


stationed in Europe and create a need for more troops to be sent to the battle 





field. It would, for American parents and wives, be another Korea, only even 
more horrible, because undoubtedly atomic weapons would be used in such a wat 
and it is hard to imagine that such a conflict would remain confined to Europe 
It ild spread into a terrible world conflict and bring atomic destruction every 
where, yes, even to our shores, which have been spared the terrors of war in the 
past world conflicts 

And furthermore, how are we to be certain that this new German Army will 
ol be involved in conflicts in which they would fight side by side with combat 
units of the United States? It is very possible that, in their greed for power, the 
Gern generals and munitions manufacturers will attack our country They 
earn fo rkets in Latin America and for influence in parts of the world which 

e | ted States today regards as their sphere of influence. And what guaranty 


do we have that they will not attack there and that then our Government will se¢ 
engage American troops to protect its interests? Haye we not learned 
om experience that Hitlerite armies cannot be trusted, no matter under whose 
ime they are organized? 
In short, we feel that the creation of a West German Army augment not only 
1¢ immediate war danger in Europe to the extent to which any acceleration of 
the armaments race does this, but will create future unforeseeable threats to 
t eace and security of the American people 
rhe second reason German Americans are so concerned about these treaties 
that they have a strong bond with the people of Germany. They have barely 


completed their great humanitarian task of helping their friends and relatives 


Germany to get ba on their feet For years they have sent food and 
cl es to their beloved ones who, due to the ravages of war, were unable to 
rovide fe themselves Now these dear ones in the old country are again 
threatened with disaster. The most immediate threat the Paris agreements 

esent is, that they make unification of Germany even more difficult than 11 

et before And unification is one of the great aims of most Germans. 


This desire has been expressed by the people of the Bonn republic during the 
past weeks and their desire speaks much louder than the parliamentary victory 
of the Adenauer government in attaining ratification of the Paris Accords in the 
Bundesrat and Bundestag. There was the great rally at St. Paul’s Cathedral 
in Frankfurt, where outstanding leaders of German labor, civic and church or- 
ganizations expressed themselves against the Paris agreements and for nego- 
tiations for the united Germany. German labor has spoken strongly against 
rearmament and a few days after the ratification of the Paris agreements 
through the West German Parliament, leaders of the Catholic, Protestant and 
Social Democratic Youth of Western Germany met with representatives of the 
Free German Youth of the German Democratic Republic to discuss common 
problems Many of the above mentioned groups advocate a referendum in 
all of Germany, asking the people if they favor the Paris agreements or negotia- 
tions as proposed at the St. Paul’s Cathedral. There can be no doubt, but that 
such a referendum would be overwhelmingly in favor of negotiations. 

This trend is so strong because the German people remember the last war 
we There are many widows and orphans among them and the cities are still 
scarred by the ruins of the last war. The German people realize that a war in 
Europe would be a brother war between Germans and that Germany would 
be razed off the face of the earth in such a conflict. Yes, they have seen the 
plans for the so-called western defense in which Germany is considered the 
battlefield, an atomic battlefield at that. 

These, brietly, are some of the threats the Paris agreements constitute. The 
alternative to these agreements are immediate negotiations of the Big Four 
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on the question of Germany One of our distinguished fellow citizens, Mr. 
James P. Warburg, summed up this need for negotiations most aptly when he 
said: 

“So long as Germany remains partitioned it will be a time bomb ticking 
in the heart of the European community. 

“Germany can be reunited only by war or by negotiation with the Soviet 
Union 

There is only one way to discover whether Germany's peaceful reunification 


can be negotiated and that is to negotiate.” 


JANUARY a 1955 
From the desk of: Edward F. Braunschweiger III, Private Consultant, Labor 
Relations, 495 Twentieth Avenue, San Francisco 21, Calif 
I Honorable Walter Franklin George, United States Senator from Georgia 
Chairman, Senate Foreign Relations Committee, Senate Office Building, 


Washington, D. C. 


DrAR SENATOR GEORGE: After reading so much of your splendid political his 
I feel sir, that this homily to you, will be as if we were sitting 
ate office and discussing the following facts I say that, after a 


the recent story by Charles Lucey, Scripps-Howard Staff scribe 
nim I have to Southern Heritage is that in World War II, I was fo1 
training duration, a member of the famous Dixie Division (31st) We 





Camp Shelby, Hattiesburg, Mississippi, this was in 1942 and we hi: 

iny Southern Officers, all two-fisted fighters, but plenty good 

I am taking the liberty, after careful consideration, of enclosing my last lett 
to Senator Wiley. I do this only because it bespeaks the truth of my whole 
case and not to show apparent dereliction of a certain party, or my disrespect, 
only because it makes and eclat tableau of what I am conveying t u. Please, 
you will note, that I did not seek Senator Wiley’s help as Chairman of the 
powerful Foreign Relations Committee back in January 1952, but only as a 
member of the Judiciary Committee when he publicly asked for wrong-doing 


in the Alien Property Office which he was about to investigate as Chairman of 
a subcommittee 

The information Mr. Wiley wished, I gave freely. the sordid details in the 
\lien Property Office and this led to the discharge of one Harold I. Baynton, 
former director of the Office of Alien Property, June 1952. Mr. Wiley, February 
2, 1952, thanked me in glowing terms for 
of the subcommittee, that brought about the firing of Baynton, he refused 


] 
i 
i if 


his enlightment, bu ter as Chairman 


to answer my epistle, questions that as an interested party I was entitled to 
know and have. Naturally, he did not attempt to answer the copy before you 
Non’ob-stan’te, it is quite obvious and patent that someone is it up to taw, 
way below the plimsoll’s line, a chameleon like person, and 1 e a politi al 
Janus. I will let you sir, be the Judge. 


Succinctly and laconically, the nib, the crux and the nub of my writing to 
you Senator, as Chairman of the Foreign Relations Committee, is that you now 
have before your august body a proposed Treaty with the neo Facto West 
German Nation. Now, as an American Citizen I must oppose favorable action 
on this Treaty and please record my protest officially in your minutes and send 
me a copy. You believe in the sanctity of property, do you not Senator, the 
bulwark of our American Democracy and before any such Treaty and/or 
Treaties as now proposed to your committtee by The Department of State can 
or should be ratified, my claim must be adjudicated. 

Please believe me I have no pique towards the German People (see footnote 
of letter to Wiley) they have my greatest compassion and sympathy, why! : 
because pure Americanized German-Aryan blood flows in my veins, both Paternal 
and Maternal sides. Have the utmost respect for a proven leader, Herr Chan 
cellor Konrad Adenauer, and second only to President Eisenhower, he is tops 
in this ersatz world. 

Now in L’envoi, I may not agree with your committee's decision, but sir, 
I will defend to the death, your committee's right to form its own opinion 
With apologies for this last expatiation, to an eminent Scholar and Philosopher, 
Jean Francois Marie Arouet. 

Il assign Senator George, Respectfully and Sincerely, 


Ekpwarp F. BRAUNSCHWEIGER ITI 











SS PROTOCOLS ON THE FEDERAL REPUBLIC OF GERMANY 


Claim of Edward F. Braunschweiger III, re the German absconding fire 
insurance companies, they did levant, San Francisco holocaust April 18, 19, 20, 
1906. Now filed with Office Alien Property, Attorney General, Department of 
Justice, and the United States Government, et al., as follows: 


1. Original defaulted German policy___--.-_---_----~~~- ae $38, 000. 00 
2. 48 years simple interest, at 4 percent__-_~- setts ASA ee celeeniallan nat 72, 960. 00 
3. 5 years loss of personal earning power___------__-_--~-- ae 50, 000. 00 
4. Miscellaneous expenses, trips to District of Columbia, etc__---~-_ 9, 725. 50 
5. Compensatory loss, interest paid, lost and still paying, down 


through the 48 years, first at 7 percent, then 6 percent, and now 
5 percent; as figured by San Francisco banking house who serv- 
iced the account__-_—~ Ba an ecient a a ae ___--. +500, 000. 00 


+ 


Total free of ang ian’ mil incothe GOR wikis cee oun 670, 685. 50 





Marcu 22, 1955. 
Senator GEORGE, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 


Hon. Senator GrorGce: I understand there is to be public hearings, March 28 
and 29 on the rearmament of West Germany. As it will not be possible for me 
to attend the hearings, I would like to submit a statement for the record, as 
follows: 

It is my honest and sincere belief that arming a country is not a means toward 
obtaining peace. From past experience we have learned this to be true. In 
lieu of the tragic possibilities, I would like to urge all who are concerned with 
the decision regarding the rearmament of West Germany to examine the possible 
dreadful outcome, and desist from such an act. 

As a human being with feeling for all people and as a mother of a 51% year old 
son, | would like to see a disarmament program, and an adult, mature means of 
handling international differences at the conference table. 

Sincerely, 
SYLVIA SANDERS, 
107738 Massachuseits Arcnue, Los Angeles 24, Calif. 


SocieTY FOR THE PREVENTION OF WorxLp War III, Inc.., 
New York, N. Y., March 380, 1955. 
Hon. WALTER F. GEORGE, 
Chairman, Senate Foreign Relations Committee, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 

DEAR SENATOR GEORGE: In view of the crucial importance of the Paris agree- 
ments in terms of American security, the society submits herewith its views on 
this subject for the earnest consideration of the Senate Foreign Relations Com- 
mittee 

1. At the outset, the society takes this occasion to welcome your courageous 
and farsighted declaration that the tools of diplomacy must be actively employed 
as the alternative to war. On the other hand, the society believes that the efforts 
to achieve positive results through diplomatic negotiations may well be vitiated 
by hasty ratification of the Paris agreements. 

2. So far, our dollars and our diplomacy have strengthened Germany eco- 
nomically and politically. Now, under the Paris agreements, we will reinvigo- 
rate Germany’s military potential. In the process, we have given relative short 
shrift to dependable allies whom we have forced into an uneasy alliance with 
their former oppressor. 

3. Restoring Germany’s power and uniting Western Europe simultaneously 
are irreconcilable concepts. As this fundamental contradiction deepens, the 
opportunities for Soviet machinations increase. Soviet propaganda has already 
exploited skillfully and effectively these incompatible policies. In Western 
Europe this propaganda raises the ominous specter of German militarism while 
in Germany it revives the spirit of Tauroggen and Rapallo—symbols of Russo- 
German collaboration. 

4. Despite the reaction to the ratification of the Paris agreements, it is 
doubtful whether there is any justified grounds for optimism. Indeed, the 
consensus of expert opinion is that with the best of luck and cooperation, it will 
be from 3 to 5 years before 12 West German divisions can be organized. What 
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would prevent Russia from overrunning West Germany before German armed 
forces are ready? As a matter of fact, it is highly doubtful whether only 12 
German divisions added to NATO could appreciably weaken Russia's capabilities 
for invading Western Europe. 

5. It is the considered judgment of the society that Germany, at the present 
time, cannot be trusted as a dependable ally. Once Germany obtains full sover- 
eignty, all prior commitments made by West German politicians become subject 
to abrogation. That Germany, if her interests so dictate, will repudiate the 
pledges of the present Chancellor or that he himself may do so, must be ex- 
pected in the light of Germany’s notorious record on that score. In this con- 
nection we respectfully draw your attention to the views of Chancellor Ade- 
nauer’s legal adviser who declared that the Paris agreements would become in- 
valid and inapplicable after Germany’s reunification. The New York 
(December 21, 1954, clipping attached herewith) reported: 

“The view of the adviser, Prof. Wilhelm Grewe, can be taken as the authorita- 
tive opinion of the Chancellor and his most intimate political associates. -It 
means that a reunified German state, automatically liberated from the obliga- 
tions of the Federal Republic to the Western alliance, would be free to pursue 
any foreign policy it desired vis-a-vis the West and the East.” 

It is noteworthy that Prof. Grewe’s opinion was published in a special edition 
of the Federal Government’s official Bulletin (December 15, 1954). 

6. To qualified students of German politics the unquestioning confidence re- 
posed in the present German leadership by United States negotiators could place 
the United States in an untenable position. Is it not short-sighted to pursue a 
policy—embodied in the Paris agreements—the success of which depends on 
the continued good health and popularity of a single—and a very aged German 
political leader? Thus, the ratification of the Paris agreements may produce 
grave consequences. To use President Eisenhower’s words while he was Chief 
of Staff after World War II: 

“I do not think even this one savage defeat has destroyed their (Germany’s) 
will for war when you consider their history.” 

7. Soviet Russia is apparently very anxious not to have West Germany rearmed 
as contemplated under the Paris agreements. She may be willing to make con- 
cessions at the proposed Four Power Conference which may be of some value. 
She may be willing to prevail on Red China to avert armed conflict over Quemoy 
and Formosa. It is not possible to prophesy the course of events, but so long 
as it is within our power to confirm adherence to the Paris agreements, then so 
long as these remain unconfirmed, at least for the immediate future, we would 
retain our bargaining power without shutting the door to a modus vivendi with 
Russia, if that should be possible. In short, we ought to retain the largest 
possible bargaining power for use at any future negotiations. 

8. Haste in ratification of the Paris agreements would impair our bargaining 
power without advancing our ultimate objectives. Because the foremost re- 
maining aim of current German policy would then become the reunification of 
Germany, the ratification of the Paris agreements (granting sovereignty and 
rearmament) may very well facilitate the reemergence of a Russo-German un- 
derstanding at the expense of Western security and world peace. 

Respectfully submitted, 


Times 


SOCIETY FOR THE PREVENTION OF WORLD War III, INC., 
ALBERT SIMARD, Secretary. 
ISIDORE LipscHurz, Treasurer. 


[The New York Times, Tuesday, December 21, 1954] 
Bonn Pacts’ Deatruo Arrer Unity SEEN 
LEGAL ADVISER TO ADENAUER SAYS NEW ACCORDS DO NOT SPECIFY LINK TO WEST 
(By M. 8S. Handler, special to the New York Times) 


Bonn, GERMANY, December 20.—Chancellor Konrad Adenauer’s legal adviser 
contended today that the Paris agreements would become invalid and inappli- 
cable after Germany’s reunification. 

The agreements call for arming West Germany within the framework of the 
North Atlantic Treaty Organization and the projected Western European Union 
and for granting West Germany sovereignty. 

The view of the adviser. Prof. Wilhilm Grewe, can be taken as the 


authorita- 
tive opinion of the Chancellor and his most intimate political 


associates. It 
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brie : that a reunified German state, automatically liberated from the obliga 
‘al Republic to the Western alliance, would be free to pursue any 
foreign policy it desired vis-a-vis the West and the East. 

Tl legal adviser’s view was published in a special edition of the Federal 
Government's official bulletin and also will be published in the January issue 
of the magazine Aussenpolitik (foreign affairs). 





VO OBJECTIVES INDICATED 


was assumed the Government had two aims in publishing Professor Grewe’s 
pini The first was to dispute the contention of the Social Democrats and 
he de unions that ratification of the Paris agreements would result in the 


permanent partition of Germany because the Soviet Government never would 
agree to negotiate the German question on the terms of the Western Powers. 


The second aim was to point out to the Soviet Government that the Paris 
agreements did not contain any commitment to extend the Paris agreements 
to a reunified Germany In contending that a reunified Germany would have 
its hands free, the bulletin was in effect pointing out to the Soviet Government 


that the door to negotiations could be held open, even from its own point of view. 
Professor Grewe'’s opinion began by noting that paragraph 7 of the preamble 
ind article 7, paragraph 3 of the defunct Bonn peace contract were not carried 
over into the Paris Agreement terminating the occupation regime and restoring 
sovereignty Paragraph 7 of the preamble defined the integration of a reunified 
Germany within the European community as the settled policy of the British, 
United States, French, and West German Governments. 

Article 7, paragraph 3 stated that “in the event of the unification of Germany, 
the three Powers will, subject to such adjustments as may be agreed, extend 
to the unified Germany the rights which the Federal Republic has under the 
present convention and the related conventions and will for their part agree 
that the rights under the treaties for the formation of an integrated European 
community should be similarly extended, wpon the assumption by such a unified 
Germany of the obligations of the Federal Republic toward the three Powers or 
to any of them under those conventions and treaties.” 

The above paragraph lent itself to two interpretations. One was that integra- 
tion was the settled policy of the four powers concerned and the second was 
that a unified Germany would be free if it so wished to refuse to assume the 
obligations of the Federal Republic and thus leave the European community. 

Professor Grewe said the elimination of paragraph 7 of the preamble and 
article 7, paragraph % from the Paris Agreements left open the entire question 
if the creation of the orientation of a reunified Germany. He added that 
Chancellor Adenauer had made it clear that all the treaty partners would be 
automatically freed of their obligations after reunification. 





IN SPITE OF ASSURANCES PRIOR TO THE RATIFICATION OF THE SETTLEMENT CONVEN- 
rion OF May 27, 1952, By THE UNITED STATES SENATE AND DURING THE BRICKER 
AMENDMENT DERATE, THE UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF STATE IS CONSTRUING 
Tris CONVENTION AS AUTHORIZING “CUTTING ACROSS THE BILL OF RIGHTS” AND 
DEPRIVING UNITED STATES CITIZENS OF PROPERTY 


Since the Settlement Convention is incorporated into the 1954 Paris Conven- 
tion on Restoring Sovereignty to the Federal Republic of Germany, the United 
States Senate is asked to repudiate the unconstitutional interpretation of the 
Settlement Convention by the United States Department of State prior to or 
concurrent with the ratification of the 1954 Paris Convention on Restoring Sov 
ereignty to the Federal Republic of Germany. 

As is known to the United Senate and its Foreign Relations Committee, it is 
a well-established United States policy to restore property and other rights to 
the victims of Nazi persecution, many of whom have fled to this country and were 
naturalized as American citizens. In order to carry out this program, the Allies 


have reserved themselves irghts in the Occupation Statute for Germany which is 


still valid and in existence and which the Senate is now called upon to repudiate 
and rescind in order to restore sovereignty to the Federal Republic of Germany. 
In pursuance of their policy, the Allies have promulgated restitution laws and 

ve prevailed on the German Laender (States) to promulgate compensation 
laws. Of the latter laws, the best-known one is the compensation law for the 
U) d States Zone (USEG). These laws created a special body of law for the 
victims of Nazi persecution which in many parts is less favorable to the victims 
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of Nazi persecution than the German Civil Code which had been applied already 
to the lawless acts of the Nazis by the reopened German courts The Settle- 
ment Convention of May 27, 1952, which had been ratified by the United States 
Senate but which has become obsolete with the end of EDC, created in chapter III 
and IV a Magna Carta for the victims of Nazi persecution. Chapter III deals 
with the restitution legislation. In chapter 1V the Federal Republic of Germany 
undertook not to create a Federal compensation law for the victims of the Naz 
less favorable than the compensation law for the United States Zone (USEG). 

The agreements as embodied in chapters IIT and IV of the Settlement Conven- 
tion proved immediately as wise. On September 18, 1953, the Federal Republic 
of Germany promulgated a Federal compensation law (BEG) which in numer- 
ous instances is less favorable to the persecutees than the compensation law 
for the United States Zone (USEG). These deteriorations were recognized 
both by the persecutees and honest German personalities and authorities and pro- 
tested as such. This writer has called a number of these deteriorations to the 
attention of the United States Department of State. The State Department 
ound a number of observations by this writer correct and informed the Federal 
Republic of Germany through the Allied High Commission that parts of the Fed- 
eral law (BEG) were viewed as deficient because not being in conformity with 
he contractual agreements of the Settlement Convention. It should be noted that 
ip to now the Federal Republic has not changed its law (BEG) with a view 
to bringing it in conformity with the Settlement Convention. The time to insist 
on this will come when the 1954 Paris Convention restoring sovereignty to the 
Federal Republic of Germany has been ratified by all the signatories, although 
it should be noted that the Allies, since the Occupation Statute is still valid, 
still have sufficient reserve power to protect their own restitution and compensa- 
tion laws. 


is 


Although the victims of the Nazis are disappointed that the representations by 
the United States State Department to the Federal Republic of Germany proved 
ineffecive so far and that, nevertheless, for more than 2 years the United States 
State Department has not resorted to the reserve powers as embodied in the 
Occupation Statute in order to bring the Federal compensation law (BEG) of 
September 18, 1953, in conformity with the compensation law for the United 
States Zone (USEG), they still recognize that the United States State De 
partment has lived up to its duty to protect the property of United States citizens, 
without discrimination against naturalized citizens which is prohibited by the 
Constitution, and to carry out the Allied policy of indemnification for the victims 
of the Nazis. The victims are genuinely grateful for this. 

There is, however, one exception to the record of the United States State 
Department which must be submitted to the Senate prior to the ratification of 
the Paris agreement restoring sovereignty to the Federal Republic of Germany. 
The State Department has construed chapter IV of the Settlement Conven- 
tion, which had been ratified by the United States Senate prior to the EDO 
debacle, as permitting the Federal Republic of Germany to shortchange mature 
compensation claims of American citizens into claims becoming mature in 10 
years if at all and, therefore, rendered worthless. 

SETTLEMENT CONVENTION CONSTRUED BY UNITED STATES STATI 

PERMITTING TO RENDER CLAIMS OF UNITED STATES CITIZENS 


DEPARTMENT AS 


WORTHLESS 


This performance by the State Department is all the more surprising as 
(1) during the hearings before the Committee on Foreign Relations of the 
United States Senate on the Settlement Convention Mr. Riddleberger,. official 
representative of the State Department, had assured the Senate the Settlement 
Convention would not contain a violation of the property rights of the United 
States citizens, (2) during the Bricker amendment debate the Honorable John 
Foster Dulles had assured the Senate that the Executive and the State Depart- 
ment never would become party and parcel of an international compact “cutting 
across the Bill of Rights.” There can be no doubt that rendering valid and 
mature Claims of American citizens worthless by means of the Settlement 


Con- 
vention “cuts across the Bill of Rights” and violates the Fifth Amendment to 
the Constitution, (8) the unconstitutional interpretation of the Settlement 
Convention by the United States State Department has. been withheld from the 
United States Senate. 

This is what happened. Article 39, paragraph 3, of the compensation law 
for the American Zone of Germany (USEG) states that the claims of persecutees 
for the refund of special property taxes imposed by the Nazis are mature. The 
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Federal compensation law of September 18, 1953, however, in paragraph Ts, 3, 
No. 7 has shortchanged these mature claims in such becoming mature not before 
1963 if at all. Furthermore, article 38, paragraph 1, USEG had given mature 
compensation claims to civil servants illegally dismissed by the Nazis. Paragraph 
78, 3, 6 REG shortchanged this into claims becoming mature in 1963 if at all. 
In addition, paragraph 41, 1 (a) REG withholds compensation from civil servants 
who at the time of their illegal dismissal had not yet attained title to a pension. 
Artile 22, paragraph 3, second sentence, USEG, grants a compensation claim 
even if the dismissed civil servant at the time of his dismissal had not yet 
attained title to a pension. The consequence of the latter shortchange is that 
the Federal Republic of Germany is presently compensating Nazi and Elite 
Guard officials including Gestapo leaders who temporarily had been removed 
from their positions by the Allies in the course of their ill-fated “denazification” 
efforts, but is withholding compensation from their victims, namely those civil 
servants, Many of them now American citizens, who were driven from office and 
country by the same Nazi civil servants. If the Senate wants to learn more 
about this, it is referred to the special dispatch from Bonn in the New York Times 
of November 21, 1954. This writer has received statements from German 
compensation authorities to the same effect. 

This writer has called the above shortchanges to the attention of the United 
States State Department and has asked it to make representations to the Fed- 
eral Republic of Germany that the shortchanges in maturities were not in con- 
formity with chapter IV of the Settlement Convention prohibiting any Federal 
compensation legislation less favorable to the persecutees than the compensation 
law of the American Zone (USEG). With letter of January 19, 1954—GEA 
262.0041 /12-2353—however, the United States Department of State advised this 
writer as follows: 

“With respect to the change in payment priorities, it is not considered that this 
is inconsistent with chapter 4 as being less favorable to claimants. The general 
authority of the Federal Republic to set priorities derives from paragraph 3 of 
chapter 4. In establishing its priority system, the Federal Republic took what 
it considered a more equitable approach than that of the compensation laws of 
the United States zone by shifting the emphasis from claims to claimants. View 
ing claimants as a whole, it is not considered that this different approach is less 
favorable to claimants, i. e. the totality of claimants.” 

With other words, the United States Department of State threw our cherished 
concepts of individual private property overboard in favor of the social or social 
istic approach of the Federal Republic of Germany. Not the individual claim 
counts but the claimant or, still better, the claimants as a whole. A poor man is 
to get priority as to maturity over a rich man who is to wait 10 more years as is 
one of the tenets of the Federal compensation law (BEG), which establishes 
priorities for needy claimants whereas the USEG knew only claims. All this, 
in the State Department’s opinion, is no fundamental change from the USEG 
as prohibited by chapter 4 of the Settlement Convention. 


SOCIALISTIC APPROACH IMPUTED TO THE UNITED STATES SENATE 


What gets this writer is that this un-American and socialistic approach and 
construction is, by implication, being imputed to the United States Senate 
since the Senate has ratified the Settlement Convention and is now called upon 
to do it a second time since the Settlement Convention is an integrated part 
of the 1954 Paris agreement restoring sovereignty to the Federal Republic 
of Germany. The United States Senate, in ratifying the Settlement Conven- 
tion, did not want to “cut across the Bill of Rights.” It wanted to protect the 
claims of American citizens. It did not want to discriminate against certain 
supposedly wealthy groups of claimants. In the contrary, paragraph 2 (d) 
of chapter IV of the Settlement Convention prohibits this expressis verbis. 
The United States Senate never wanted to shortchange the mature claims of 
American citizens into ones hecoming mature in 1963 if at all. It never under- 
stood paragraph 3 of chapter IV of the Settlement Convention as a tool for 
making a mockery out of paragraph 2 (a), (b), and (d) of chapter IV of the 
Settlement Convention prohibiting any Federal compensation legislation less 
favorable than the compensation law for the United States zone. It does not 
understand how the State Department can construe a single clause out of context 
and in contradiction to other clauses of the same paragraph. And it has trusted 
the word of the official speaker for the State Department that the ratification 
would not endanger the individual rights of American citizens, and violate the 
United States Constitution 
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Wherefore the United States Senate and its Foreign Relations Committee 
are respectfully asked to make the ratification of the 1954 Paris agreement 
restoring sovereignty to the Federal Republic of Germany subject to a state 
ment by the United States Senate, that it is the Senate’s opinion, that nothing 
is contained in the chapter 4 of the Settlement Convention of May 27, 1952, as 
integrated into the compact before the Senate, which allows the Federal Republic 
of Germany to render claims of American citizens worthless by changing the 
priorities, maturities, and other pertinent provisions of the compensation law 
for the United States zone which embodies the minimum requirements for a 
Federal compensation legislation for the victims of nazism. 

Respectfully submitted. 

FREDERICK WALLACH, 
{ttorney and Counselior at Law, New York, N. Y. 








